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The United States and the Soviet Union agreed on a draft •
resolution endorsing the treaty and asking the three depositary
governments (the United States, the United Kingdom, and the
Soviet Union) to open it for signature. They were able to
find 18 co-sponsors for this resolution, which was tabled
in the First Committee on May 1, and 9 rnore for a slightly
revised version submitted two days later. No Latin American
co-sponsors could be found at thisstage, and only two black
African states, Somalia and Sudan, agreed to co-spcnsor. '
Although most countries favored the treaty, such influential
nations as Mexico, Sweden, and Japan favored treaty amendments.1.

Japanese proposal 

As previously noted, the Japanese had told us that they
could not co-sponsor the draft resolution for domestic
political reasons.2 Before the Genera] Assembly met, we
learned that they were thinking of introducing a draft
resolution in which the Assembly would declare that the
nuclear states were "entrusted with control over their
nuclear weapons" until they were placed under "effective
international control" and call on the nuciear powers to
exercise control over their nuclear weapons "in the interest
LTf thg maintenance of international peace and secuPity."3
On a preliminaPy basis, we thought that something like this
might be useful but doubted that India and other "threshold"
countries would welcome the implied blessing of the existing
nuclear club.4

,A revised version of this resolution (April 11) added
an initial operative paragraph on the responsibility of states
to refrain from the use of force in international relations •
and to settle international disputes by peaceful means.. The
other operative paragraphs readas follows:

1See Sisco (State/I0) to Rusk, memorandum, May 10, 1968,
LiMited Official Use. The opening phase .of the First Committee
debate is reviewed in International Negotiations on the Treaty 
on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 117 -ff.

2See above, p. 348.
3From Tokyo, tel. 6155, Mar. 4, 1968, Confidential..
4To Tokyo, tel. 141037, Apr..3, 1968, Confidential.
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2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to
control their nuclear arms in conformity with the
above responsibility. .

3. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to
make the utmost efforts, in conformity with the
above responsibility, towards an international
system for the effective control of nuelear
arms.1

In New York, Japanese Ambassador Abe told Buffum that
the linkage of nuclear weapons with general and complete
disarmament in the treaty did not mean much to Tokyo, which
doubted that general and complete disarmament would ever be
achieved. Ambassador Buffum then asked whether it would help
if we added the following non-use paragraph to the joint
draft resolution:  •

ffhe General Assembly7 requests all States
possessing nuclear weapons, in the interest of
international peace and security, to assure they
will not use such weapons in any manner
inconsistent with the*purposex principles, and
provisions of the UN Charter.

Washingtcn agreed that Buffumts suggestion would be a useful
addition to the joint resolution but wondered whether
potential nuclear powers would support it. It warnedthat
the new language would remind other countries of the
"sensitive fact" that the United States and the Soviet Union
had been unable to agree to a more comprehensive non-use
declaration and of the Ethiopian_resolution adopted by
the General Assembly in 1961.i

Later, a Japanese delegate explained to .De Palma that .
their draft resolution was based on three principles: (1) the
distinction between nuclear and non-;nuclear states should be

1From Tokyo, tel. 7387, Apr. 12, 1968, Secret.
2From New York, tel. 4612, Apr. 17, 1968, Confidential.
3To New York, tel. 148735, Apr. 18, 1968, Confidential.

For the non-uSe declaration,see above, pp. 279-281, 311-313.
The Ethiopian and other non-use proposals are discussed
below, dhapter K6.
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temporary and transitional; (2) during this transitional
period none of the nuclear powers should violate the
principles of the Charter; and (3) the distinction between
nuclear and non-nuclear nations should be progressively
eliminated, possibly through international control of nuclear
weapons by some supranational body. It was important to try
to get France and Communist China to accept some obligations. •

Ambassador De Palma observed that the Japanese approach
was not related to the question of non-use of nuclear weapons.
He thought that the treaty took care of the Japanese problem-
by recognizing that it was only a step in the disarmament
process. But the Japanese proposal would not be acceptable •
to the Soviets, who had always opposed control of existing.
weapons. Moreover, the "control" of nuclear' weapons whicn
the Japanese sought seemed to differ from general and complete
disarmament.'

In the light of this discussion, the Japanese Foreign
Ministry decided to,eliminate the "control" terminology and
to replace the second and third paragraphs with the following
language:

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to
act in conforrnity with the above responsibility and
to assure that the nuclear weapons in their possession
shall not be used in any faShion inconsistent with
the above-mentioned principles.2

When Ambassador Tsuruoka presented the new version to
Buffum and Fisher to New York, he noted that it toolc Buffumls
suggestion into account. Ambassador Buffum pointed out that

.his suggestion was Informal and. personal and that Washington
would be concerned about opening up the non-use question,
since this might lead to proposals which we could not accept.3
The Japan

4
se were primarily motivated by domestic political

concerns.

1From New York, tel. 4762, Apr. 25, 1968, Confidential.
2From Tokyo, tel. 7840, Apr. 27, 1968, Secret.
From New York, tel. 4799, Apr. 27, 1968, Confidential.
4From NeW York, tel. 4839, Apr. 29, 1968, Confidential.
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On* May 1, First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov told
Goldberg that the Japanese resolution was unacceptable and
asked for our help in stopping it. On the next day,
Ambassadors Buffum and Fisher discussed the question with
Mendelevich. Before reaching a decision on the Kuznetsov
request, they wished to be sure that we could get.Soviet
support in stifling resolutions, e.g., on non-use, that
we found objectionable. Ambassador Mendelevich replied
that the Soviet delegation supported full bilateral coorplinatiOn
of all proposals related to the treaty and would jointlyi
resist any divisive initiatives at this session. He added
that the Soviet Union did not yet have a firrn position on
the resolution and asked us to persuade the Japanese to
postpone introducing it. After this discussion, Ambassador
Goldberg asked Tsuruoka not to submit it until there had
been a further opportunity for consultation).

Washington agreed that we should try to get the Japanese'
to postpone introduction. While it was concerned about the
dangers Buffurn had mentioned to Tsuruoka, it noted that the
Japanese formula was consistent with the position Rusk had
taken on the Ethiopian proposal in 1962 and decided that we
could support the resolution if its relationship to Charter'
principles was made explicit.2

The Soviets were reluctant to abandon the possibility of
some non-use formula. Soviet delegates - Grinevsky and
Shevchenko later suggested an agreement that the nuclear powers
undertake not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear
parties to the treaty which were not members.of alliances with
nuclear powers. We reacted negatively.3

Mexican amendments 

Although the Soviets publicly joined us in opposing any
amendments to the draft treaty or the joint resolution; some
Soviet delegates apparently intimated to the Mexicans that
minor amendrnents might be acceptable. On May 9 the Mexicans

'From New York, tel. 4911, May 3, 1968, Secret.
2To New York, tei. 157923, May 3, 1968, Cenfidential. ,
3From New York, tel. 5025, May 9, 1968, Secret/Limdis.

SECEET/NOFOMN
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gave other Latin American delegates a working paper proposing
several amendments to the draft treaty. The following new
preambular paragraph would be added:

Recalling that; in accordance with ffrig U.N.
Charter, States should refrain in-their inter-
national relations from the threat or use of force
and should advance the maintenance of international
peace and security with the least possible diversion
of the world's human and economic resources towards
armaments.

The second paragraph of article IV would be changed to read:

All parties to the Treaty have thg right -
to have access to scientific and o tec nological .
information on peaceful uses of nuclear energy and'
to participate in the widest possible exchange
of such information. Tarties to the Treaty in a
position to do so shall also contribute and
cooperation in contributing alone or with other
States...

Article V would be revised as follaga:

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to take
appropriate measures to insure that, in accordance
with the Treaty, under adequate international
observation and through appropriate international
procedures, the potential benefits of all peaceful
applications of nuclear explosions will be
available to non-nuclear'weapon States Party to
this Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and
that the charge to such Parties for the explosive
devices used will be as low as possible and exclude
any charge for research and development. It is
understood that .non-nuclear-weapon States Party
to this Treaty will be in a position to obtain
such benefits pursuant to a special agreement which
should be approved by the UNGA as soon as possible,
through an appropriate international body with '
adequate representation of non-nuclear-weapon States.
Parties so desiring will likewise be able to obtain
those benefits pursuant to special bilateral
agreements.

SECIag/-NePefild-

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

►
7EUM77%&EPOR4

-. 364 -

The phrase "including the cessation of the manufacture and
perfection of such arms" would be added after the reference
to measures to stop the nuclear arms race in article VI.1

In Mexico City, Fereign Secretary Carrillo Flores told
U.S. Ambassador Freeman that the Mexican delegates were
sincerely convinced that their effort to obtain agreement
on "minor and harmless amendmOnts" was more helpful to the
treaty tha.n the "take it or leave it" tactics of the
United States and the Soviet Union. .Ambassador Freeman
warned the Mexicans that we did not consider their amendments
"minor" or "harmless" and that they might open up Pandora's
box. The United States and the Soviet Union had gone
half-way in accepting the suggestions of the non-nuclear
powers, including Mexico. While we appreciated their intentions,
we feared that the working paper would have divisive results
and impair the prospects of the joint resolution.2

Washington was very concerned about the Mexican move.
It feared that "indication of our willingness Lt727 consider
acceptance of any amendments at this stage, even if
innocuous, could open L1-119 floodgates," since other countries
would be tempted to take tne same course. The Mexican
amendments raised a "host of serious and complex substantive
problems," and their consideration could only delay the
conclusion of the treaty. Our Embassies in Latin America
were immediately instructed to warn that the U.S. Government,
Congress, and American public opinion would find it difficult
to understand wily Latin Arnericans should take an initiative
to frustrate a treaty to which we attached so much importance.3

At New York, Mr. Fisher told Chilean Ambassador Pinera
that the Mexican rnove would seriously set back the treaty's
chances. Although we were not putting the treaty forward
on a "take it or leave it" basis, a few amendments could
start an avalanche which would cause us great trouble. We
had objections to all the amendments, e.g., to the change in

1From New York, tels.5024, May 9, 1968, Limited Official'
Use, and 5025, May' 9, 1968, Secret/Limdis'.

2From Mexico, tel. 4812, May 9, 1968, Confidential.
30irc. tel. 16147R, May 10, 1968, Secret.

SECRET/N0F0RN 
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article VI. This would affect the manufacture and maintenance
of nuclear weapons and could not be verified, Ambassador
Pinera retorted that we were making "arguments of authority,"
which Mr. Fisher -denied.1

On initial analysis, we found the Mexican amendments
undesirable or unnecessary. The preambular change was
unnecessary and possibly.harmful because it might .encourage
attempts to deal with security assuran.ces in the treaty
itself. The Mexican changes in the peaceful-uses article
were undesirable because they would run counter to the
principle of exchanges of information rather than unilateral
access, leave us with the Obligation of giving the same
degree of access to Communist countries as* to friendly
nations, and ignore legal rights.on patents and the protection
of industrial property.

It wculd be premature and unnecessary to try to spell
out all the procedures for peaceful nuclear explosion
services in article V. While we had proposed the
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles freeze and the fissionable
materials production cutoff and the treaty would obligate
parties to negotiate for nuclear disarmament, the Mexican
amendment to article VI was.not desirable:

...But short of GCD, it is not practical
to halt LEhg manufacture of nuclear weapons or
their improvement. Such measures would require
Lt-he_7 most extensive verification. As long as
nuclear weapons exist, there is no way to verify.
that they are not being taken apart, remanufactured
and improved without standing guard over every weapon
which would be wholly unacceptable. Elh27 result
of ,51127 Mexican amendment would therefore be to
focus negotiating efforts more on GCD than on
measures such as LEng cut off and freeze which igrg
more achievable in today's world.2

aFrom New York, tel. 5048, May 10, 1968; Confidential.
The U.S. fissionable materials cutoff proposal would not
actually stop the manufacture of new nuclear weapons by
cannibalizing undestroyed weapons in thestockpile or by using
previously produced fissionable Materials that were not
transferred to peaceful uses.

2Circ. tel. 162526, May 11, 1968, Confidential.

SZGRE974N-9Fefttd-
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In discussions with Goldberg and Fisher, Ambassadbr
Garcia Robles agreed not to formally submit the Mexican
amendments in the First Committee but to make an informa
approach to the Co-Chairmen, perhaps through a small Latin
American working group. Mr. Kuznetsov agreed to joint
Amexican-Soviet talks with the Mexicans.'L Without
formally tabling the amendments, Ambassador Garcia Robles
publicly advocated them in the First Cozmpittee on May 16.
The Chilean representative also advocated changes in the .
peaceful-uses and review provisions of the treaty.2

African attitudes 

. The African states had not yet made up their minds
when the, session began. Nigerian Ambassador Sule Kolo,
who had previously shown some vexation at the Co-Chairmen's
negotiating tactics,3 told Fisher on MaY 2 that he now felt
that the treaty was the best obtainable and that the Africans
should sign it in order'to guarantee a nuclear-free Africa.
Many were upset at U.S. pressure, and i would help if we
could say that South Africa would sign.4 In a statement
to the First Committee, he repeated sorne of his previous
criticisms of the treaty but said that it should be concluded
"as urgently as possible."5

Ethiopia, the other African member of,the ENDC, stated
her position in reply to our aide-mgmoire.° The Ethiopians
supported non-proliferation in principle but objected to the
"discriminatory" nature of safeguards and the vagueness of the
disarmament provisions. They wondered whether enough
nuclear and near-nuclear nations would ratify the treaty to
make it meaningful. And they considered the tripartite
security assurances proposal unworkable and unrealistic.7

1From New York, tel. 5085, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
For American-Soviet talks with the Latin Americans, see •
belowx pp. 375-376.

.eInternational Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
roliferation of Nuclear Weapons, p. 120.

See above, p. 288.
,Firom New York, tel. 4890, May 2, 1968, Confidential.
,DInternational Negotiations  on the Treaty on the Non-

prolipration ofNuclear Weapons, pp. 117-118.
oSee above, p. 358.
7From Addis Ababa, agm. A-603, May 4, 1968, Limited

Official Use.

"SECRET-AieF4R-11.1
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Other African states made more radical criticisms.
In the First Committee, the Kenyan representative attacked
the treaty for failing to halt "vertical proliferation"
and urged that France and Communist China be brought
into the negotiations. He considered the security assurances
to be inadequate; The three nuclear powers--the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union--should
agree by a treaty to.defend any ncn-nuclear state that was
threatened or attacked by nuclear weapons. Moreover, nothing
required South Africa, a near-nuclear nation and a threat
to its African neighbors, to sign the treaty. South Africa,
he declared, probably already had "a good stock of nuclear
weapons" in its possession.'

The Ghanaian representative took a similar position
and suggested to Fisher that General Assembly action be
postponed until after the non-nuclear conference. Mr. Fisher
replied that this would delay,the treaty for a full year and
might cause it to faIl apart.2 Later, the Ghanaians took
the line that the blacic African nations should refuse to sign
the treaty unless the United States, the United Kingdom,
and the Soviet Union guaranteed their security against
South Africa through a special Security Council resolution.3

The South African attitude made it mcre difficult to
win the support of the black Africans. South Africa was not
ready to sign the treaty and was initially reluctant to even
vote for the endorsement resolution. Ambassador Botha was
concerned about the expansicn of safeguards to cover ore
production and the treaty's impact on domestic uses of nuclear
energy.4

Some biack Africans were also dissatisfied with the
position of the great powers on the issue of Southwest '
Africa, which the General Assembly was also considering.
'While we did not want this issue linked with the non-
proliferation treaty and we wished to avoid provoking the
black Africans into bargaining for South African adherence

1A/C.1/PV.1562, pp. 16-25.
2From New York, tel. 4942, May 3, 1968, Confidential.

The Ghanaian delegation later tried to work up formal amendments
(from New York, tel. 5047, May 10, 1968, Confidential).

prom New York, tel. 5294, May 23, 1968, Confidential,
From New York, tel. 4894, May 2, 1968, Confidential.
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to the treaty, we sent the following instruction to our
Embassies in Africa:

...Embassies at their discretion may wish to
explain to host govts in course of normal contacts
and in LEI general context of Lag NPT that
Li5g NPT in their interest precisely because
it could help prevent gouth Africg from acquiring
nuclear weapons. 'You may say that we have been
discussing [flag NPT bilaterally with ffh67
South African Government and are hopeful that ffh27
latter will adhere to ffilt/ treaty even though it
had not yet indicated its attitude on the draft
before the current General Assembly/. Widespread
suppdrt including thg black African countries
of ffhe NPT draft would make it much,more difficult
for South Africg not to support ZEIT:7 NPT at
Lthe General Assemb1g.

We have triecl to make it clear in New York
that disarmament subjects like Lthe7 NPT should
be considered on their own merits and that
progress cannot be rnade on disarmament if poiitical
stumbling blocks arising from other issues are
raised. Of all disarmament discussions currently
under discussion or in view, ffhg NPT would
appear to be of Like] greatest value to b].ack
African countries given their fear that South
Africa may develop nuclear weapons.l

The South African position 

If the parliamentary situation in the General'Assembly
made it desirable to obtain South African support for the
joint resolution, South Africats position as a near-nuclear
nation and a uranium supplier made it important to persuade
her to adhere to the treaty. Ambassador Botha publicly
expressed his country's concerns in a statement of May 20
to the First Committee.2 A team of American experts, headed

1Circ. tel. 165731, May 16, 1968, Limited Official Use.
'2International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-

proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 121-122.

L.T.C.RE-T149FeRN
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by ACDA Assistant Director Scoville, was now sent to
South Africa. After.their visit, the South Africans decided •
to support the resolution withOut as yet committing themselves
to sign the treaty.

. During the visit of the Scoville group (May 27-281, the
Americans clarified the interpretation of various treaty-
provisions. These clarifications were later formulated in a
"memorandum of discussion" prepared by the South Africans
and corrected by us. This memorandum was a South African
document rather than a formally agreed bilateral inter-
pretation of the treaty. In response to South African
inquiries, -we acknowledged that there was no control under
article I. Owing to intelligence activities, however, there
would be considerable risk of a violation becoming known,
and there was little incentive for a nuclear power to
transfer nuclear weapons.

We explained that the term "manufacture" was not defined
in, article II because all scientific developments could not
be anticipated. The treaty did not, however, preclude "basic
research and development, e.g., on plutonium metallurgy,
which would have a clear value for the peaceful application
of nuclear energy, even though- such research might at the
same time be of some value in manufacturing a weapon," On
the other hand, it precluded the manblfacture of "an actual
device which could be used for carrying out a nuclear
explosion."

Asked about the undertaking in article II "not to seek
or receive any assistance," we said that nothing in the
treaty prohibited the production of fissionable materials
under safeguards. We believed that assistance in peaceful
nuclear programs to treaty parties would be facilitated. .But
a non-nuclear party would not receive assistance'in the
technology of nuclear explosive devices. We further explained:

...On the other hand, there was nothing in
the Treaty to prevent a non-nuclear weapon country
from itself undertaking, or receiving assistance in
respect of, all technological aspects involved in

grargaPAL2-Axe:Fettfi
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the application of nuclear explosions to peaceful
purposes. The only preclusion was the technology
of the device itself. Other facets of any
particular project, such as the engineering
involved,would not be affected by the terms of
the Treaty. "Furthermore, all the relevant techno-
logical information would be freely available,
including data as to the total yield of the
device, the effects in particular circumstances,
etc. The only inforination not available would
be the internal design of the nuclear explosive ,
device itself.

Discussing article III,. we Said that uranium used for
n nnon- uclear purposes would ot be subject to sa.feguards

unless the total quantities were above the minimum provided
by the IAEA safeguards system. A party to an agreement '
with IAEA would,not be bound by subsequent changes in the.
IAEA safeguards document. We thought, however, that it
would be desirable to amend the agreement by negotiations
with IAEA. The South Africans did.'not share our belief
that future changes would more likely make safeguards leas.
intrusive.

We told them that no fissionable materials, special
equipment, or material could be provided to non-nuclear
nations which did not adhere to the treaty, except under safe-
guards. The South Africans did not agree with our view
that special equipment or material for.a nuclear power '
reactor to generate electricity would be banned. We agreed
that the treaty did not forbid the provision of fissionable .
materials to.a nuclear power or require safeguards in such a
case, even if the nuclear power did not adhere to the
treaty.1 The supply of materiala to non-nuclear nations
that were not parties to the treaty would be permitted provided
that safeguards were applied, but these would have to be IAEA
safeguards, not bilateral arrangements.

1
This was a question of some importance to South Africa,

which exported nuclear materials to France.

SEMET7491aARN 
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On the definition of "sourceinaterial," we took the view
that uranium ore of low concentration would not be considered
source material and that slime dumps "containing a very low.
uranium concentrate residue" would not be regarded as source
material unless and until the IAEA Board of Governors made
a, determination. We could not say whether uranium diuranate
extracted at the mines would be regarded as source material,
and suggested that the South Africans consult the IAEA.
Uranium concentrate (1.108 or yellow-cake) was regarded as
source material. Experiments on fast reactor critical
assemblies would be permitted under article IV, "even though
they might provide information that could be used to develop
nuclear explosive devices."

We thought that the IAEA would be responsible for the
"appropriate international procedures" mentioned in article
V, even though this was yet to be arranged. Bilateral
arrangements were permitted but there was no obligation
to provide services bilaterally. The IAEA role would be
"limited to assessing and satisfying itself on the safety
hazards involved and the elimination of any risk that a
nuclear explosive device was used for any other purpose than
the project for which it had been requested." The South
Africans. suggested that we put this understanding on record,
but we indicated that the clarification of procedures should
be taken up with IAEA if it became the responsible agency.

As for article VII, we saw no incompatibility between
the non-proliferation treaty and the Tlatelolco treaty.

The South Africans remained concerned about several
aspects of the treaty. They were uncertain about the nature
of a model safeguards agreement with IAEA and.they were not
sure that IAEA and other authoritie.s would be able to exclude
all extraneous considerations in carrying out their tasks.1

1Circ. agm. cA-9036 (to Capetown), June 28, 1968,
• Confidential, with attachment,"Memorandum of Discussion,".
Confidential.
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Maltese proposals 
•
On May 11, Maltese Ambassador Pardo informally circulated s.

draft amendments to the joint resolution. In the preamble,
a reference to the General Assembly'S "deeply appreciative"
feeling about the work of the ENDC wculd be deleted from the
paragraph on the ENDC report. The fourth and fifth preambular
paragraphs would be replaced by new language on the need for.
support by all nuclear powers, nuclear disarmament, and the
"balance of responsibilities" of nuclear and non-nuclear
states. The first operative paragraph would be replaced by
a new paragraph in which the General Assembly would commend
the treaty on the understanding that the nuclear powers
intended to conclude nuclear disarmament agreements at an
early date and that the "inalienable right" of a11 parties
to .the supply of fissionable materials and equipment and to
free technical assistance would not be questioned. The General
Assembly would note the intention of the depositary governments
to open the treaty for signature, rather than request them to
do so. If woulialso urge the nuclear signatories to do all
in their power to obtain the adherence of all nuclear states.1

An American delegate.immediately questioned the paragraph
on supply and learned that it was inspired by the Italians.
Ambassador PardO was willing to drop the equipment aspect of
this paragraph, He explained that the free assistance .
provision referred to scholarships, not pilot projects'. *The
Anerican delegate pointed out that the paragraph on the
adherence of all nuclear states could provoke a reaction'by
France or the French-speaking African states.2

Later, Ambassador Pardo proposed adding a clause on not
using or threatening tO use nuclear weapons "in any manner
inconsistent with the principles and purposes of the Charter
of the United Nations. He changed the peaceful-uses
paragraph. Another change was a revised paragraph urging the
nuclear signatories "to seek to obtain the adherence to the
Treaty of all nuclear weapon States and to assist them with
further negotiations for the conclusion of agreements relating.
to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament."

1From New York, tel. 5086, May 11, 1968, Confidential.
2Frorn New York, tel. 5089, May 11, 1968,.Confidential.

 RN
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Mr. Fisher Urged him not to press his changes, which would not
be acceptable to the United States or the Soviet Union.1

Romanian amendments

On May 22, Ambassador Ecobescu gave De Palma four amend-
ments to the draft treaty. In article VI, the Romanians
wished to specify that the parties would negotiate on "the
cessation of the manufacture and perfection of nuclear
weapons, the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles
and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear
*weapons..." In a new article, the parties would agree to
act through the Security Council to assure non-nuclear parties
that "they.would not be subjected to a nuclear attack and
would not be threatened with such an attack." The first
paragraph of the peaceful-uses article would be revised to
assure the "inalienable right'r of ali parties to develop
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, to acquire fissionable
material and equipment, and to have access to information.
knew paragraph would be added to article III restricting
control to peaceful nuclear activities which might lead to
the proiiferaticn of, nuclear weapons. The Romanians had
previously intimated that they wou]d only propose small
changes, and Ambassador De Palma was frankly amazed at the
scope of their proposals. He told Ecobescu that there was
no prospect of agreement on amendments of. this kind.2

Yugoslav amendments 

On the same date, the Yugoslav representative gave
De Palma three'amendments. A reference tc "effective measures
in the direction of nuclear disarmament" would be added to the
ninth preambular paragraph. There would bq a new article
dncorporating the Kosygin non-use formula.D In artic].e V, a
new clause would be added providing that negotiatidns for an
international body and a draft treaty to regulate peaceful
explosions woulcrbegin immediately after signature of the
non-proliferation treaty.

'Prom New York, tel. 5140, May 15, 1968, Confidential.
For American-Soviet discussions of the Maltese proposals, see
belowl

2From New York, tel. 5278, May 22, 1968, Secret.
3See above, p. 51.

SECRET/NOPORN.
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Arnbassador De Palma noted the danger of opening up the
treaty even to innocuous amendments because of the risk of
pressure for further changes. The first change would add
nothing to the llth preambular paragraph or to article VI.
We were opposed to the Kosygin formula and it was imPracticable
to include any assurance language in the treaty. And it would
be undesirable to refer to some new international body in
article V, since most people were thinking of the IAEA
in this connection.1

"Cosmetic" changes in the treaty and resolution 

On May 13 the American and Soviet delegations examined
the voting situation in the General Assembly., We then
estimated that the joint resolution would get about 80 votes
if some changes were made. Mr. Kuznetsov found this estimate
too optimistic. He thought that there would be only 6o
supporting votes for an unrevised resolution, not counting
the Latin Americans. Both delegations agreed to determine,
whether non-substantive changes would improve the situation
and should be recommended to their governments.?

Two days later, they agreed to maintain a hard public
line against any changes in the draft resolution or the treaty
while privately working out amendments to both. These
amendments, intended to gain wider co-sponsorship, would be
in the nature of "cosmetic" changes and would not affect the
substance of the treaty. While some elements of the Maltese
amendments3 to the resolution might be accommodated, the.
Soviets agreed with our rejection of the assertion that the
treaty would be valueless unless all nuclear powers supported.
it. They preferred to leave security assurances out of the
resolution. Both delegations agreed to oppose any non-use
language, since this would inevitably be divisive. The Soviets
rejected the "free of charge" clause in the Maltese resolution.
They were willing, however, to accept the first operative
paragraph of the Japanese resolution.4

1From New York, tel. 5277, May 22, 1968, Confidential.
?From New York, tel. 5127, May 14, 1968, Secret.
3See above, p. 372.
4From New York, tel. 5190, May 17, 1968, Secret/Limdis.

For the Japanese resolution, see above, pp. 359-360.
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In Washington, Secretary of State Rusk and First Deputy.
Foreign Minister Kuznetsov agreed to continue close
collaboration between the two delegations and not to accept
any changes that affected the basic substance of the treaty.
Mr. Kuznetsov said that the Mexican proposal to include a
reference to the Tlatelolco treaty in the resolution or the
treaty caused serious difficulties for the USSR, which had
reservations on the peaceful-explosions proviSions of the
Tlatelolco treaty and the wide areas it covered.

Secretary Rusk stressed that we would not enter into
any additional alliance commitments in order to give
security assurance. We had enough allies as it was and the
Senate would not approve any others. Nor would we entertain
the prospect of a possible war with the USSR in order to
get a treaty. The Security Council approach was the only
way possible for us. He added that perhaps only 25 or 30
people in the United States understood the real meaning of
nuclear war. Mr. Kuznetsov commented that tYie Soviet Union
understood it very well.

Secretary Rusk said that he thought th.e FRG would sign
the treaty. On the place of signature, he said that we would
have no objections to signing the treaty in Geneva. We
were concerned about the questions of non-recognized states
if all states werie invited, however, and there was also
a question of how many members would sign if signature was
restricted to ENDC members. It might therefore be easier to
use the procedure of the outer-space treaty and sign in-the
capitals of all three depositary powers. Mr. Kuznetsov said
that the USSR preferred signature in Geneva. He thought
that the question of non-recognized states could be taken
care of.1

On May 17 a Latin Amezican working group comprising
Garcia Robles (Mexico), Pinero (Chile), and Turbay (Colombia)
met with Goldberg, Fisher, Kuznetsov, Roshchin, and their
advisers. Arnbassador Goldberg said that the basic problem
was the difficulty and impracticability of opening the treaty
negotiations to 124 states. This could precipitate additional

1Memcon'Rusk, Kuznetsov, et al., May 17, 1968, Secret/
Exdis.

SECRET/NOFORN
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amendments, widen disagreement, and result in referring the
treaty to the ENDC again. Mr. Kuznetscv took a similar
position.

Ambassador Garcia Robles stressed that Mexico did not
wish to postpone the treaty and wanted it approved at the
present session of the General Assembly. The Mexican
proposals were suggestions, not amendments to be voted on,
In his view, the Co-Chairmen could issue a revised draft
treaty incorporating useful changes, as they had done in
Geneva. The other Latin Americans also disclaimed any
intention of postponing the treaty.

When the'Colombian representative urged the USSR to
sign protocol II to the Tlatelolco treaty, Mr. Kuznetsov
expressed surprise at a suggestion that looked like a deal.
He urged the Latin Americans not to tie the protocol to the
non-proliferation treaty or make Soviet signature of the
protocol a condition for supporting the treaty. The Latin
Americans denied that they were linking the non-proliferation
treaty to the protocol but hoped that the USSR would sign
the latter.1

In Mexico City, Fbreign Secretary Carrillo Flores told
Freeman that the Mexican Government didhot advocate a "deal"
on the protocol. He planned to make another effort to
persuade Gromyko to sign it. If he did not succeed, he
would accept the Soviet proposal for an exchange of notes
whereby the USSR woUld accept the obligations of the
protocol without actually signing it.2

On May 18 the American and Soviet delegations agreed ad
referendum on a number of changes in the draft resolution. —
The language on peaceful uses and nuclear disarmament was
revised, and a new preambular paragraph emphasizing the
principles of the Charter,on the non-use of force was added.

1From New York, tel. 5199, May 17, 1968, Confidentia41.
2From Mexico, tel. 4982, May 18, 1968, Confidential.

For the Soviet proposal, see Mexico tel. 4568, Apr. 25, 1968,
Confidential.
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In the operative part of the resolution, the General Assembly
would commend the treaty rather than endorse it, and the
ENDC and the nuclear powers would be requested to pursue
disarmament negotiations.1

The two delegations also discussed possible changes in
the draft treaty. They agreed that the Mexican preambular .
paragraph on Charter obligations was desirable but needed
redrafting.2 The Soviets opposed the Mexican amendments to
article IV but were willing to consider a revised version
of the Chilean amendment,3 as well as the Nigerian amendment
changing the first sentence to read:

All Parties to the Treaty undertake to
facilitate the fullest possible exchange of
scientific and technological information on
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy...4

No decision was reached on the Mexican amendments to
article V. The Soviets agreed that the three depositary
governments should be the United States, the United Kingdom, ,
and the Soviet Union. Article Ix would be revised so that
the treaty would enter into force when ratified .by the three
depcsitary governments (rather than all nuclear signatories)
and 40 other states.5

Washington decided that the Mexican preambular paragraph
should be revised to read: •

Recalling that, in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain
in their international relations froathe threat
or use of force against the territorial integrity
or political independence of any*State, or in any

1From New York, tel. 5222, May 18, 1968, Confidential/

2For the Mexican amendments, see above, pp. 362-363.
3See above, p. 511.
4See above, p. 299.
5From New York, tel. 5221, May 18, 1968, Secret.
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other manner inconsistent with the purposes of
the United Nations, and that the establishment
and maintenance of international peace and,
security are to be promoted with the least
diversion for armaments of the world's human
and economic resources. •

This language would track more closely with the U.N. Charter.
By covering all states, not just U.N. memberp, it would help
meet Japanese concerns about Communist China"- and the FRG'
•desire for a clause abbut nuclear blackmail.2

The second paragraph of article IV would be changed to
reach as follows: •

A11 the Parties to the Treaty undertake to
facilitate, and have the right to participate in,
the fullest possible exchange of equipment,
materials and scientific and technological
information for the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to
do so shall also cooperate in contributing alone
or together with other States or international
organizations to the further development of the
applications of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes, especially iri the territories of non-
nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with
due consideration for the'needs of the under-
developed areas of the world.

These provisions would not override existing laws, policies,
or regulations or oblige us to meet ail requests.

A revised version of article V incorporated the Mexican
amendments.in modified form:

Each Party to this Treaty undertakes to
take appropriate measures to insure that, in
accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate
internatibnal procedures, potential benefits •
from any peaceful applications of nucle.ar
explosions will be made available to non-nualear-

'See above, p. 361.
2See above, pp. 312-313, 328.
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weapon States Party to this Treaty on a non-
discriminatory basis and that the charge to
such Parties for the explosive devices used will
be as low as possible and exclude any charge for
research,and development. Non-nuclear-weapon
States Party to this Treaty shall be able to
obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special
international agreement or agreements, through an
appropriate international body with adequate
representation of non-nuclear-weapon States. Non-
nuclear-weapon States Party to this Treaty so •
desiring may also obtain such benefits pursuant
to bilateral agreements.

We understood the reference to "international observation" to
require only a "reasonable opportunity for such observation."
The change in article IX was approved.1

On May 23 Ambassador Goldberg and Mr. KUznetsov agreed.
to recommend theifollowing chahges in the treaty to their
governments:

(1) The Yugoslav suggestion2 would be incorporated in
the ninth preambular paragraph, which would read: "Declaring
their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and undertake effective
measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament."

(2) A new preambular paragraph incorporating the
language we had proposed.

(3) A revised second paragraph of article IV identical
with our proposal, except that "underdeveloped" would be
changed to "developing" at the end.

(4) Article V would.be revised as we had proposed, and
the Yugoslav suggestion that negotiations on peaceful nuclear
explosion services should begin "assoon as possible atter the
Treaty enters into force" would be added as the penultimate .
'sentence.

1To New York, tel. 168158, May 21, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
2For the Yugoslav amendments, see above, pp.373-374.

3ECRET/NOrOnN 
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(5) The previously discussed changes in article IX.

The Soviets had earlier suggested incorporating in
article VI the phrase "including the cessation of the
manufacture of nuclear weapons, reduction of their stock- .
piles and eventual complete prohibition and elimination
of such weapons under appropriate international control,"
as the Romanians had proposed.l We informed the Soviets that
we could not treat these measures apart from general and
complete disarmament or accept complete prohibition even
within the context of our plan for general and complete
disarmament.2 As Mr. Kuznetsov had recently told the First
Committee that the Soviet Union was willing to discuss the
limitation and reduction of strategic missiles, we tried to.
include a reference to them in the article, but the SOviets
were not willing to separate this item from other nuclear
measures.3

General Assernbly actibn

The revised resolution was approved by the co-sponsors
and submitted tc the First Committee on May 28. 20 additional
countries - including Italy, 13 Latin American nations, and
two black African states - agreed to'co-sponsor the new
version. The UAR representative, who had joined in co-
sponsoring the original resolution, spoke in favor of the .
treaty. The Israeli representative announced that he would
support the resolution but asked for certain changes in the
treaty.4 After Mr. Kuznetsov had made a final and unsuccessful

1See above, p. 373.
2The reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons in

stages II and III of the U.S. plan for general and completa
disarmament were contingent on the success of a proposed
stage I study of the problem; see below, chapter I.

3From New York, tel. 5306, May 24, 1968, Secret. For
the Kuznetscv staternent, see International Negotiations on the 
Treaty on the Non  roliferation of Nuclear Weap2hs, p. 121.

International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 122-123. The revised
resolution was identical with the May 18'draft (see above, •
pp. 376-377), except that the preambular paragraph on the ENDC
report omitted the word "deeply" from the phrase "deeply
appreciative of the work of the Committee."

CECRETAGPORN
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attempt to persuade Goldberg to agree to the Romanian"
amendment to article VI, the.revised treaty was circulated
on May 31. It was then attached to the resolution.1

At this late stage, the Yugoslays brought up the idea
of a separate res*olution in which the General Assembly would
invite the nuclear powers, pending a treaty banning nuclear
weapons, to rnake declarations cn non-use in conformity with
part A of its resolution of November 17, 1966. Ambassador
De Palma told Y4goslav delegate Bainovi6 that this
proposal would disrupt-the consensus in favor of the resolution
and seriously delay the vote. Moreover, the 1966 resolution
gave undue prominence to the Kosygin formula. Mr. Kuznetsov
later informed De Palma that he was trying to discourage the
Yugoslays.2 The Yugoslays decided not to press their
proposal in the General Assembly but to surface it at the
non-nuclear conference.3

The joint resolution was approved by the First Committee
on June 10 and brought to the plenary General Assembly two
days later. Complying with the German request,4 Ambassador
Goldberg told the General Assembly that accession to the
treaty would not affect "the recognition or status of an
unrecognized regime or entity" and that we reserved the right
to object if an unrecognized entity should seek to participate
in the review conferences.5

The French representative announced that his country
could not sign the treaty but would behave like the parties
to the treaty. The General Assembly adopted the resolution
by a vote of 95 to 4, with 21 abstentions. The four opponents
Albania, Cuba, Tanzania, and Zambia - were influenced by
Communist China. Such important countries as Brazil, Burma,

1From New York, tel. 5415, May 31, 1968, Confidential; •
International Negctiations on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 123-124, 1b0-165.

2From New York, tel. 5482, June 4, 1968, Confidential.
3From New York, tel. 5512, June 6, 1968, Confidential.
4See above, p. 334.
5Documents on Disarmament, 1968,  lor) 435-436.
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France, India, and Spain were among the abstaineri.1 During
the debate, the Indian representative had announc,ed that
New Delhi would not sign the treaty.2 He had abstained,
hcwever, from fomenting opposition.

After the General Assembly approved the resolution,
President Johnson addressed the General Assembly and called
the treaty the most important disarmament agreement since
the beginning of the nuclear age. The United States would
move quickly to open the treaty for signature and to seek
quick ratification. When the treaty had entered into force,
we would "fully Scrupulously discharge" our non-proliferation
obligations, cooperate in bringing treaty safeguards into
operation, facilitate the development of peaceful uses of
nuclear energy, and continue research and development on
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. We would vigorously
pursue negotiations on nuclear disarmament. In that connection,
we urgently desired early discussions on strategic arms
limitations.3

Security Council Action on Security Assurances 

The General Assembly debate showed that many non-nuclear
nations were not convinced of the value of the tripartite

-security assurances proposal.4 Because of this sentiment
and their inability to agree on a non-use formula,,the'
United States and the USSR left security assurances out of
the General Assembly resolution.

We nevertheless decided to seek early Security Council
approval of the tripartite proposal. A car.vass showed eight
sure votes in the Security Council - the United States, the
United Kingdom, the USSR, Nationalist China, Canada, Denmark,
Hungary, and.Paraguay. France, Algeria, and India would

lInternational Negotiations on the Treaty On the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 125, 165-11)6.

SIbid., p. 119.
gErd., pp. 125-126.
`Tor the tripartite proposal, see above, pp. 3143157

and p. 315, n. 4.
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probably abstain. Since nine votes were required for
approval, additional support would have to come from Brazil,
Ethiopia, Pakistan, or Senegal.

In a circular instruction cf June 8, Washington explained
that the momentum of the General Assembly resolution should
provide impetus to favorable Security Council action. It
was desirable to act in June, while an Arnerican was President
of the Council, rather than to wait until July or August when
there might be pressure for postponing action until:the
non-nuclear conference had met. It would be helpful for the
Security Council,to act before the Senate took up the treaty,
and prompt action would probably encourage some states to
sign the treaty when it was opened for signature.

The draft resolution and the declarations were no longer
open to change. We explained that the resolution would help '
assure that the Security Council would be able to function with
the cooperation of the nuclear powers, as the Charter intended,
Referring tc criticisms of the proposal, we said:

...Some non-nuclears have criticized Et-hg
security assurances package because its implemen7
tation can be stymied by SC vote; they have
suggested blanket protection by LT27 nuclear
powers against'nuclear attack or threat. Specific
references to/ffhe right of individual *or collective
self-defense are designed to meet some of these
concerns. Btl for, reasons ffh27 Embassies will
appreciate, LTh_ey US cannot undertake L-a_7 commit-
ment such as suggested nor can it assume new legal
obligations as Lai' consequence of fflag
assurances it has offered...1

We were able to obtain support from Ethiopia and Senegal.
During the debate, the American, British, and Soviet.
representatives made the parallel declarations they had
1)reviously agreed on.2 The tripartite resolution was approved

1Circ. töl. 179447, June 8, 1968, Confidential.
2The U.S. declaration appears in International Negotiations 

on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of,Nuclear Weapons, -
pp. 166-167.
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June 19 by a vote of 10 to 0, with 5 abstentions (Algeria,
Brazil, France, India, Pakistan).1

Conclusion of the Treaty 

Even before the May 31 draft treaty was tabled, the
Soviet delegation in New York proposed a number of editorial
changes in the text.2 At the same time, we received a protest
from the Germans about the language in the new preambular
paragraph. Pointing cut that the Charter contained two
articles on ex-enemy'states, they urged us to change the
wording to "the prindiples of the Charter."3 We accepted
most of the Soviet editorial changes. When our delegation
discussed them with the Soviets, Ambassador De Palma urged
Grinevsky to accept "the principles of" but the latter
demurred and said that it would be a mistake.to ask Moscow
to approve this change. Our delegation reported that it
was unlikely that the Soviets could be persuaded on this
point-without further discussion and delaywhich might
disclose the FRG interest in the question.4 The language
was not changed.

As noted above, the Soviets had long favored signing
the treaty in Geneva, but we had some - doubts on this score
because of the limited number of countries that would sign
if on]y ENDC members participated and the difficulty of
k.eeping the GDR away if others were invited. Mr. Kuznetsov
had told Rusk that a way could be found to keepunrecognized
states from participating.5 Mr. Foster preferred Geneva if :
14 to 15 ENDC countries would sign.b Although 14 ENDC
members had voted fcr the General Assembly resolution, it
was doubtful if so many would be ready to sign the treaty
on short notice.

1See ibid., p. 155.
2From New York, tel. 5416, M
3To New York, tel. 174848, J

May 14 1968), Confidential
4From New York, tel. 5515, J
5See above, p. 375.
6Poster to Rusk, memorandum,

ay 31, 1968, Confidential.
une 1, 1968 (misdated

une 6, 1968, Confidential.

May 16; 1968, secret.
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On Jur.e 5, Foreign Minister Gromyko told Thornpson in
Moscow that Geneva might raise some delicate problems and
that the Soviets would not object to adopting the procedure .
used for the outer-space treaty, i.e., signature in Washington,
London, and Moscow.' On the next day, Ambassador Goldberg .
told Kuznetsov that he personally favored this procedure.
Mr. Kuznetsov replied that the USSR favored a high-level
Geneva sigping but would agree to the alternative we had
suggested.`

Since the Administration hoped tc obtain Senate approval
before the August adjournment, it was necessary to get the
treaty signed by July 1. It was evident, however, that many
important countries would not.be prepared to sign the
treaty on such .short notice. State and ACDA therefore
recommended that the treaty be initially signed in the
three capitals by the depositary governments only and then
opened for signature by other nations at a later date.

When Sebretary Rusk proposed this procedure to Kuznetsov .
on June 14, the latter reacted negatively and expressed
concern that it might slow clown accessions by other govern-
ments. But Ambassador Goldberg thought that a major diplomatic
effort might produce a respectable number of signatories
by July 1.3

The treaty was opened for signature in Washington,
London, and Moscow on July 1. At the Washington ceremony,
President Johnson expressed the hope that virtually all
naticns would accept the treaty. It had three simple'. '
purposes - stopping proliferation., assuring the peaceful
benefits of nuclear energy to non-nuclear nations, and
committing the nuclear powers to move toward effective arms-
control 4nd disarmament measures. As we had promised t,he
Germans,'' he declared that the United States would honor its

1Frcm Moscow, tel. 4111, June 5, 1968, Secret/Exdis.
2From New York, tel. 5511, June 6, 1968, Confidential; 

to New York, tel. 179496, June 8, 1968, Secret/Nodis; from
New' York, tel. 5541, June 10, 1968, Secret/Nodis.

3Merncon Rusk, Kuznetsov, et al., June .15, 1968, Secret/
Exdist

4See above; p. 331.
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obligations under existing security treaties.. He announced
that the United States and the Soviet Union had agreed to
hold early strategic arms limitation talks.1

More countries signed the treaty on July 1 than we
had anticipated. No less than 62 countries signed, including
the GDR, which affixed its signature at Moscow.2 Nine
ENDC members - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Nigeria, Poland,
Romania, the UAR, the United Kingdom, the United States,
and the USSR - signed on the opening day. A number of key
countries were missing from the list. Brazil and India were
opposed to the treaty, and Pakistan would not sign unless
India did. The Euratom countries had not received the green
light from the European Commission. Canada, Sweden, and
others that favored the treaty were unable to act on the
short notice they had received. Many others had not yet
made up their minds.

Euratom action 

When it became evideht in June that the treaty would
soon be opened for signature, the Euratcm Five asked the
European Commission for an opinion on the legality of
signing. The Commission ruled that those who wished to do
so could sign. Since it believed that implementation cf
safeguards could interfere with obligations under the Euratom
treaty, it added:

The Commission...Judges that the member States
can legally engage themselves with the NPT only
on condition that the safeguards procedures assure
the integral application of the Euratom treaty
and, in its view, the means adequate to obtain the
assurances necessary are to be found in the con-

! clusion on Euratomts part of a verification
agreement with_IAEA.

ti

lInternational Negotiations on the Treaty cn the Non-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 129, 168-173.

.2See ibid., p. 168, n. 70.
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In any case, the Commission judges it necessary
that the member States link their signature with
a reservation that subordinates the entry into
force of article III of the NPT to the condition
that an agreement be concluded in application of
the aforesaid article, an agreement which assures
the safeguarding of the rights and obligations
resulting frorn the Euratom treaty for the member
States, and for the Community itself.

It therefore insisted that members postpone their ratification,
or the deposit of instruments of ratification, until a
satisfactory arrangement had been worked out with IAEA.
Only then would the Commission be able to make a definitive
f.inding that the non-proliferation treaty was compatible
with the Euratom treaty.1

The Commission further explained that a member state
could either issue a"juridical reservation" or an informal
declaration of its intent to delay final ratification until
the IAEA-Euratom negotiations were completed. It introduced
a draft interpretation which members might use, folloging
the lines of the Dutch statement to the First Committee of
the General Assembly.2

The Commission's action again raised the question of
a formal legal reservation, which we had opposed in previous
discussions.-3 We now reaffirmed our .objections to any formal
reservation as unnecessary and likely to create difficulties
for the treaty. We would not, however, object if governments
wished to make statements of the Dutch type.4

The Euratom Five agreed among themselves that the
Commissionts requirements could be met by statements rather
than formal reservations. Luxembcurg signed the treaty cn
August 14 and the other two Benelux countries signed on

1From Brussels, tel. 7940, July 10, 1968, Confidential.
2Frbm Brussels, tel. 8003, July 12, 1968, Confidential.

'For the Dutch statement, see above, pp. 356-357:
3See above, p. 443.
4circ. tel. 202047, July 13, 1968, Confidential; from

Brussels, tel. 8015, July 15, 1968, Confidential; circ. tel.
202634, July 15, 1968, Confidential.

Sft`RET744GFP.441
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August 20. Both Luxembourg and the Netherlands issued'
brief statements that they would not ratify the. treaty

until-an IAEA-Euratom agreement had been reached.l Belgium
issued a somewhat longer statement in which it also mentioned
collective security arrangenents and said that the treaty
should not impede European unification.2

The Italians planned to make a written or oral state
ment in which they would not only affirm the Euratom safe-
guards position but also declare that nothing in'the treaty
was detrimental to European unification, state that they
would recognize no nuclear powers except the existing five-,
and note that existing security commitments would continue.
We did not object to the content cf the statement but urged
them not to make it in written form.3

As noted above, we had previously assured the Italians
that the treaty would not prevent us frcm supplying them with
nuclear fuel for a warship.4 They now asked us to provide a
similar assurance on nuclear fuel for aircraft propulsion.5 •
We gave them the assurance they sought. At the same time,
we told them that the assurance covered only the treaty aspect
of the questi-on and that we were not committed to actually
provide the fuel. Since the Joint Committee an Atomic
Energy was cool toward rnilitary projects 2f this kind, they
might consider civilianizing the project.°

After obtaining Parliamentary approval, the Italian
Government planned to sign the treaty on August 26. • But dt
reversed its position after the Soviet invasion cf
Czechoslovakia and took no further action on treaty signature
during the Johnson Administration.

'From Luxembourg, tel. 513, Aug. 14, 1968, Confidential,
and The Hague, tel. 6729, Aug. 20, 1968, Unclassifled.

2From Brussels, tel. 8813, Aug. 20, 1968, Unclassified.
3To Rome, tel. 209576, July 26, 1968, Confidential.
4See above, p. 138.

Rome, tel. 205809, July 20, 1968, Confidential.
0Memcon, Ortona, Stabler (State-EUR/AIS), e.t al.,

"Nuclear Fuel for Ship Propulsion," Aug. 2, 1963, Confidential;
Rusk to Ortona, 'tr., Aug. 9, 1968, Confidential.

sEr..44gQ/44,eptltl,
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German problems 

The Germans were not prepared to move as"fast as the
other non-nuclear Euratom countries. At the Reykjavik NATO
meeting (June 23), Foreign Minister Brandt told Rusk that
Kiesinger agreed to sign the treaty but that the FRG would
not act until after the non-nuclear conference.' He
indicated that it mdght not be possible for the present
Bundestag to ratify the treaty. And he asked for an exchange
of notes on the interpretation of the treaty. Secretary of*
State Rusk replied that he would publicly disclose the,
interpretations to the Senate and later send his state-
ment to the alliesJ

As previously noted, the Germans tried unsuccessfully
to change the treatyts preambular paragraph on the U.N.
Charter. because of the possibility that the Soviets might
c].aim the right to intervene in the FRG under the enemy
states provisions of the Charter.2 In a note of July 5,
the"Soviets in fact asserted that these Charter provisions
still applied in full to the FRG.3 They thus not only
brought a halt to their bilateral negotiations with*Bonn
on the renunciation of force but gave ammunition to German
opponents of the treaty.

'On July 23, Finance Minister Strauas told Rusk and
E.V. Rostow that the Soviet note strengthened his concern about
the treaty. He asserted that Kiesinger agreed with h:Lm that
there should be assurances from the Soviet Union or treaty
interpretations. Secretary Rusk replied that the Soviets
understood our views and we did not expect them to publicly
agree with us. If they objected, however,*the cpleption
would arise as to whether there would be a treaty.4 we -
iearned from the German Ambassador that Strauss intended to
resign if the treaty was signed.5

1Memcon Rusk, Brandt, et al. (US/MC/1I), June 23, 1968,
Confidential; from Reykjavik, tel. 537, Secto 8, June 2$ 1968,
Confidential. For the interpretations, see above, pp. -125-126,
157-159, 293-294.

?See above, P. 384.
3Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 2187.
4Memcon Rusk, Strauss, et al., July 23, 1968, Confident4.al,
5memcon Knappstein-Rostow, July 23, 1968, Secret/Limdis:

gr4,44447449Peitli-

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

EECRET/NOPORN

- 390 -

Although Strauss's threat to resign might jeopardize
the.Grand Coalition at Bonn, the Kiesinger government
apparently'adhered to its intention of making a decision to
sign in September. But it shelved this plan after the
Soviet dnvasion of Czechoslovakia. Ambassador Lodge
reported that the Soviet invasion had "brought about a
marked change of taig German attitude on the NPT toward
the negative." German political leaders agreed that the
treaty did not have a majority in the Bundestag, and .
they'wished.to await the effects of the invasion on the attitude
of the U.S. Senate toward the treaty. He believed that any
effort to pressure the Germans at this point "would be
ill-advised and would tend to defeat its own purpose."1

Japanese attitude 

The Japanese Government originally planned to subrnit the
treaty to the Diet at its next session, scheduled for
December :L968. The exact timing of the Japanese signature
was undetermined.2 In the meantime, the Japanese.initiated
another round of bilateral safeguards discussions.3 Vice
Foreign Minister Ushiba told Ambassador dohnson on
October 10 that there was no chance that Japan would si.gn
before the U.S. Senate approved the treaty.4.

Israel

Although Israel had voted for the General Assembly
resolution, she was not prepared to sign the'treaty.
Replying to Rusk's April letter,5 Foreign Minister Eban wrote
on June 30 that Israel's national security rnust be her first
concern. Pointing out that Israel was surrourided by hostile
neighbors who were supported by the USSR, he said:

1From Bonn, tel. 16314, Sept. 1, 1968, Secret/Limdis.
2Memcon Sengoku-Gleysteen, July 23, 1968, Confidential.
3See below, pp. 417-419.
4From Tokyo, tel. 12829, Oct. 10, 1968, Secret/timdis.
5See above, p. 341.
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...As long as this situation remains
unchanged, we cannot (with all our understanding
of the international aspects of the prcbleru)
regard ourselves as in the same category as
other States that are recognized by their
neighbors, and have their peace and integrity.
assured by the majcr powers.

Moreover, we learnt last year with
special incisiveness that Israel cannot
realistically count on external military
aid if she is attacked. It is in this
situation that we are being asked to make
commitments for at least twenty-five years.
It is not surprising that we should devote
profound thought to such an undertaking for
the uncertain future, and that we are unable
to divorce it entirely from the comtemporary
realities to which you refer.

As he saw it, the treaty itself could not assure Israel.that
nuclear weapons would not become available to her neighbors.
Moreover, the effectiveness of the tripartite security
assurances resolution would depend on joint action by the
three powers, and'one of them was openly hostile tc Isvael
and had previously threatened her with missile attack.' •

Senate Consideration of the Treaty

Rusk  report 

As soon as the treaty was signed, the Johnson
Administration took quick action to bring it before the Senate.
On july 2, Secretary of State Rusk submitted a report to the
President in which henoted that article I paralleled U.S.
atomic energy legislation, which had always prohibited the
transfer of nuclear iaeapons to other countries. The inter-

1From Tel Aviv, tel. 4354, July 2, 1968, Secret.

..CEORET/NOFORN 
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pretations of articles I and II that we had given the
,Soviets in April 1967 were enclosed with the report.l
He also noted that the three principles on the interpretation
of article III were an "integral part of the negotiating
history."2 He stated that the article on peaceful nuclear.
explosion services preserved the option of obtaining them
through bilateral agreements.

While the provisions for signature and accession were
designed lto perrnit the widest possible application of the .
treaty," adherence to the treaty would "in no way impiy
recognition or change in status of regimes" that we did not.
recognize. Finally, he said that the treaty was an "event
of unique significance":

...Wide adherence to it will greatly reduce
the threat of an increasing number of states with
nuclear weapons at their disposal, and will thus
enhance the security of the United States, its
allies, and the rest of the world. At the same
time, it will give new impetus to international
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy
and to further efforts toward disarmament:3

Johnson message 

President Johnson submitted the treaty to the Senate on
July 9. In his message of transmittal, he said that it not
only banned the spread of nuclear weapons but also promoted
the peaceful development of nuclear energy under safeguards -
the goal of the IAEA, which had been established as.a result
of Eisenhower's "atoms for peace" plan of 1953. He predicted
that by 1985 the world's peaceful power stations would be -
producing enough by-product plutonium for the production of
"tens .of nuclear bombs every day." This must not be allowed
to result in the further proliferation of nuclear weapons.
More importantly, the treaty was "another step on the journey

. 1See above, pp. 157-159.
2See above, p. 172.
3International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-

proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 173-1g0. •
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toward world peace" and enhanced the prospects for disarma-
ment. He urgently recommended that the Senate "move
swiftly to enhance our security and that of the entire
world by giving its consent to the ratification of the
treaty."1

Foreign Relations Comrnittee hearings 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee began its hearings
on July 10. Members of the Joint Committee . were invited to
participate. Since Senator Fulbright (Dem., Ark.) was
engaged in a primary campaign, the'hearings were*chaired
by Senator Sparkman (Dem., Ala.).

In his opening statemen, Secretary of State Rusk .
said that proliferation.would increase the.risk of nuclear
war, make arms-control agreements more difficult to conclude,
and increase the risk of war by accident or unauthorized
use.of nuclear weapons. If introduced into - historic
international disputes, nuclear weapons could provoke
preventive war by a nation which feared a nuclear attack by
its rival. Proliferation would make it more difficult for
us to maintain friendly relations with other countries, and
it would interfere with economic growth in the less developed
countries. "Despite our differences," he concluded, "the
United States and the Soviet Union have a mutuality of
interest in common with all humanity."2

Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze told the Cannittee
that the Department of Defense was.concerned with the
difficulties of "negotiating an effective treaty while, at
the same time, assuring that it would not adversely atfpct
our ability to meet our . current mutual_ defense obligatišons."
He believed that the treaty met this criterion. The treaty
itself was not a final solution to the problem:

lIbid., pp. 181-183:
.2Documerits on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 493-497.
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I wish the committee clearly to understand
that the Department of Defense is under no illusion
that we need no longer worry about the proliferation
of nuclear weapons. We recognize that the
consummation of this treaty will not, of itself,
guarantee against any possibility of another nation
acquiring nuclear weapons. I do believe, however,
that this treaty is the best that can be negotiated
in the present world order, that it will gain wide
adherence, and that the security of all nations
will be increased proportionately with the
signature and ratification of each new party.1.

General Wheeler said that the JCS judged arms-control
measures by certain criteria. An agreement should not •
operate to the disadvantage of the United States and our
allies or disrupt any existing defense alliances. These
Principles had been observed. Moreover, the JCS considered
that any arms-control agreement should provide for
effective safeguards and reliable veriflcation procedures.
Article III provided for safeguards under the IAEA. The
JCS agreed with the objectives of the treaty and supported
ratification.2 Their views had been accepted during the
treaty negotiations.3

Both Deputy Secretary Nitze and General Wheeler said
that the treaty did not create any additional inhiPitions
on our national defense: As Mr. Nitze noted, we had not
previously had any intention of proliferating nuclear
weapons to other countries.4 Senatcr Pastore (Dem., R.I.),
the Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, commented
that opposing the treaty was "like being against the Ten
Commandments."5 Congressman Holifield (Dem., Calif.), the ,
Vice Chairm

0
n of the Joint Committee, strongly supported

the treaty.

lIbid„ pp. 510-512.
2lbid., p. 514.
3Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee 

on FoFeip Relations, United States Senate, Ninetieth - ongreas, 
Second  Session on Executive If, 90th Con.gress, Second 
737ession--(p. 1), p. b3.

4Ibid., p. 62.
WEL, p. 115.
PIM., pp. 146 ff.
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Dr. Strausz-Hup6 opposed the treaty because he felt
that it did not provide effective safeguards and that it
would adversely affect national .security and alienate our
allies.1 Congressman Hosmer (Rep., Calif.) opposed the
treatY on similar grounds. He also argued that the treaty
was useless since.the three nuclear powers which had signed
it wonld not proliferate nuclear weapons anyway, while
France and Communist China would not sign. Most non-
nuclear nations lacked the resources to develop their own
nuclear weapons in any case. Of those who had the •
resources, most would not go nuclear, but a few would if
it involved their survival - "treaty or no treaty." He .
recommended that the Senate reserve its ccnsent pending
an independent and impartial examination of the treaty.

Congressman Findley (Rep., Ill.) believed that the
treaty would seriously undermine or.destroy NATO if it was
approved without reservation.3 Dr. Teller wished to
preserve the opton of providing the allies with defensive
nuclear systerns.

Basic provisions 

Besides repeating the April 1967 interpretations of
articles I and 11 of the treaty,5 Secretary of State Rusk
stated:

...It does nOt...affect the deployment of
U.S.-owned and controlled nuclear weapons on the
territory of our allieS and the• existing arrange-
ments under which those weapons are present. It
does not affect the closest consultaticn in, for
example, the Nuclear Committee of NATO on all of
the problems of strategy and the decisions which

'Ibid., p. 129.
21. T1 ia., pp. 162-164.
3Ibid., pp. 173-174. For the Findley reservation,

see below, p. 398.
4See below, pp. 397-398.
5See above, pp. 157-159.
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*have to be made in that field. It does not,
of course, apply to a situation of war. It does
not interfere with the development of European
unity if that unity moves to a ,significant unity
involving a single control over the defense and
foreign policy of the participating countries.1

The interpretations of "manufacture" we had given the
Australians appeared. in the record as an extension of
remarks by Mr. Foster.2

As the April 1967 interpretations showed, the treaty
would not bar the succession of a federated European state
to the nuclear status of one or more of its former components.
Secretary Rusk explained that the treaty did not "require * .
a nuclear country to bec9me non-nuclear in order to enter
into such a federation."

Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze said that our allies
had been assured that the treaty wou:ld not interfere with
existing nuclear arrangements. The April 1967 arrangempts
were "fully compatible with our security requirements."
He believed that the treaty would prevent the transfer of
nuclear weapons to a U.N. peacekeeping force. In his view,
it would prohibit the transfer of nuclear weapons to any
country, including the United Kingdom. It would not, however,
prohibit the deployment of American nwlear weapons in other.
countries, as long as we retained contro1.5

An opposition witness, Dr. Strausz-Hupé, questioned the
basic desirability of the treaty. He .thought that we could
well afford to give our friends nuclear weapons, "especially'
defensive nuclear weapons." He noted that we had agreed to
drop our 1965 language, which would have permitted U.S.
assistance to an MLF. In his view, the treaty did not permit

1Nonproliferation Treaty:
271 6Elaments on Disarmament-,
157-159, 311.
iNonproliferation Treaty:
4Documents on Disarmamen  ,

Hearings, p. 21.
1968, pp. 503-504 and above,

Hearings, p. 52.
C79-677757 511.

51Tonproliferation Treaty: Hearings (pt. 1), pp. 88-89.
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"the creation of an European defense association and other
intermediate steps leading to the creation of a European
federal 'state, possessed of effective nuclear defense."
Even if our interpretation was valid, Europe would be
'blocked from all interim solutions leading to full union.
If a European federation should be established, we could
not support it in developing a collective nuclear deterrent.
Since the treaty did not distinguish between offensive
and defensive nuclear weapons, the non-nuClear members of •
NATO would be unable to develop ABM system's.1

'Congressman Holifield testified that the Joint Committee-
on Atomic Energy could "take some credit'for the demise of
the MLF." He noted that General Wheeler-and other military
leaders had stated that existing nuclear defense arrange-
ments were satisfactory. Those who opposed•the treaty did
not take adequate account of our long and comistent
opposition to proliferation or of the risk that weapons
transferred to other nations might be used for purposes_
contrary to the original intent of the United States, as
had actually haRpened in connection with some conventional
arms transfers.2 The treaty would not preventthe deployment
of ABMs in allied countries as long as the devices remained

.in U.S. custody and control.3

This was one of the aspects of the treaty which concerned
Congressman Hosmer, who charged that it surrendered "a
valuable U.S. option to selectively proliferate defensive
nuclear systems to allies in situations less than actual
war if it ever becomes vital to our national security to
do so."' In his view, the treaty's ban on ABM- transfers might
make "hard pressed countries...go nuclear. on their own and •
in the procep acquire an offensive as well as a defensive
capability."

Dr. Teller also wished to keep open the option of giving
ABMs to the allies. He suggested that it mighl: be possible'
to develop a purely defensive system enabling us to sell

1Tbid., PP. 133-134.
2rETT., pp. 148-149.
3Ibid., pp. 159-161.

p. 163.
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the devices to the allies while preserving the secrecy of
warhead design. He therefore thought that the Senate
should state in approving the treaty that it did not intend
to preclude the deployment of purely defensive systems,
if and when they became available.1 Congressman Findley
recommended a reservation "preserving the option to establish
an Atlantic Alliance nuclear defensive system.'(2

Disarmament

Senator Cooper (Rep., Ky.) asked whether we should not
defer deployment of an ABM system in the light of article
VI, until the result of the planned strategic talks with
the Soviet Union was known. The Department of State agreed
with Secretary of Defense Clifford's view that our ABM
deployment decision was "consistent with our continuing
desire for arms control and arms limitation."3

Secretary Rusk said that the treaty did not affect the
possible emplacement of nuclear weapons cn the ocean floor
by the nuclear powers, although it had "a good deal to do
with presently non-nuclear powers."4

Referring to the preambular paragraph on disarmament,
Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze said that general and complete
disarmament would be imprudent without "full ar.d complete
verification," and General Wheeler agreed. The latter also
agreed with Senator Sparkman's view that we would never agree
to completely destroy nuciear stocks or stop the manufacture
of nuclear weapons "unless we felt absOlutely assured that .
our security interests would be protected." Both indicated •
that any further disarmament agreement would.be subject to
Senate approval.5.

1Ibid., pp. 181-189.
P. 175.

3Documents on.Disarmament, 1 968; 504.
ilionproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 53;
5Ibid., pp. 58-59.
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Congressman Hosmer testified that the Soviets had
greatly increased their nuclear forces during the treaty
negotiations. He recommended that the Senate take measures
to assure that they did not use future negotiations to upset
the strategic balance.1

Peaceful nuclear explosions

The Department of State said that the IAEA would be
a suitable international body and the appropriate forum for
developing procedures to implement article V. This article
preserved the bilateral option, but would also provide an
opportunity for international observation of explosions
carried out under bilateral arrangements.2 Deputy Secretary.
of Defense Nitze did not consider the absence of other
safeguards relevant because the nuclear material would never
leave "the possession and control of the nuclear power
involved."3

AEC Chairman Seaborg also believed that the IAEA should
be the international body. We fully intended "to be one of
the principal suppliers of...explosion services," and we
planned to demonstrate this by a series of steps:

We will continue. to conduct, within the
limitations of.available funds, an active program •
to develop nuclear explosion devices particularly
suited for peaceful applications and to develop
the technology for using nuclear explosions in a
variety of peaceful applications. Let me emphasize
that the technology of using nuclear explosions '
for peaceful purposes is still in a relatively
early stage of development. Considerable effort
is still required to apply our basic knowledge
to specific commercial applications and we have
much to learn about the industrialization of
operations and the design of supporting equipment.

'Ibid., pp. 165-166.
2Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 506-507.
iNonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. l, p. 91.
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OUr domestic research and development program is
addressing all of these facets, but it will be'
several years before optimum nuclear explosive
designs and the technology for all applications
of nuclear explosions will be developed to the
stage of commercial use. However, beginning
in the near future, we hope some applications
will become economically attractive and will
be exploited even as the technology continues
to develop.

We would provide non-nuclear parties with information
except information on the design or manufacture of
devices - and technical advice, and assistance. We would
not exclude cooperative experiments abroad. Ultimately,
explosion services would be available on a commercial
basis:

When particular applications are found to be
feasible, we plan to make a nuclear explosion
service available on a commercial basis to
dornestic users and to nonnuclear weapon parties
to the NPT. Such a service would include the
fabrication of the nuclear explasive device,
its transportation from the assembly plant
to the project site, its emplacement at the
prepared site, and its arming and firing. The
service would also include appropriate technical
reviews of the proposed detonation, such as those
relating to health and safety. The users of the
service, whether it is furnished domestically or
pursuant to article V, will pay for the service
in accordance with rates established for its
various elements...

Dr. Seaborg said that meeting the requirements of the
limited test-ban treaty would not be difficult for under-
ground projects, but the limited test-ban treaty would have
to be modified to permit us to provide nuclear explosion
services for such projeets as the excavation of a trans-
isthmian canal with nuclear.explosives.1 The negotiations

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 52-524.

SBORET-if-NOPORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

JECIIET/NOFORk

- 401 -

on the non-proliferation treaty should make.it easier to
amend the limited test-ban treaty.1 Certain peaceful
naclear explosions could, however, be carried out without
amending the treaty, e.g., deep underground explosions
to recover oil and gas.

In a supplemen;:ary statement, AEC said that international
observers would not be given access to sensitive information
regarding the explosive devices. It thought that IAEA
would be the appropriate international organization to be
invited to carry out observation of peaceful nuclear
explosions. If the invitation was made in good faith with
reasonable notice, the obligation would be discharged even
if the observers did not appear. Since the devices would
remain in the custody and control of the supplying state,
it would not be possible for an international organization
to account for the fissionable materials involved.3

Peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze said that military
nuclear activities not directly related to the production
of warheads were exempt from safeguards. A non-nuclear
party could civelop a nuclear submarine, since that was
not a weapon.4

AEC Chairman Seaborg believed that the treaty should
enhance progress in peaceful uses and facilitate the. -
continuation and expansion of U.S. assistance programs.
Since the treaty would enhance'the security of the United
States and many other countries, he said, "our cooperation
with these 5ignatorg countries can and should te intensified."5

1Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 117.
Dr. Seaborg estimated that it would be 5 to 10 years before
nuclear excavation of the canal was practicable, "with
maximum funding and with an appropriate interpretation of
the Limited Test Ban Treaty" (ibid., p. 109).

2lbid., p. 127.
?ocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 524-528. '
Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 64-65.

5Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 521.
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Safeguards 

The Department of State held that the treaty would not
prevent the transfer of nuclear material or equipment to
non-parties if the. materal was &abject to the safeguards
required by article III.1 Mr. Foster told the Committee
that there were no provisions for checking on clandestine
activities.2 The JCS considered that the safeguards
would provide adequate verification.3

AEC Chairman Seaborg was sure that the concerns of non-
- nuclear nations about industrial espionage would be*proven
groundless. Our offer to accept safeguards showed that we
sought no commercial advantage. While he recognized that
the IAEA staff would have to be enlarged to carry out its
additional tasks, he was confident that IAEA'could recruit
the necessary number of people. The cost would represent
"no more than 1 percent of the cost of the electrici.t.y'produced
in nuclear powerplants." Since the IAEA and Euratom safe-
guards systems were compatible and IAEA woui.d wish to take'
advantage of Euratom procedures, he believed that the two
organization would be able to work out a mutually.satisfactory.
arrangement.4

He saw no indication that France would object to an
IAEA-Euratom agreement. If a signatory declared that it
would accept only Euratom safeguards, he thought that "such
a reservation would go against the guts of the Treaty."5

ACDA informed the Committee that IAEA safeguards under
present practice did not apply to uranium mines and ore-.
processing plants. IAEA safeguards ccmmenced with the
'Iranium concentrate the ore-precessing plants produced, and
the treaty required no change in this practice. But uranium
ore couid not be exported to non-nuclear states unless
safeguards were applied to the "material derived frorn this
ore in the recipient state." Safeguards would be applied to

'Ibid., p. 505.
.13_onproliferation Treaty: Hearinga, pt. 1, p, 52.
3Tad., pp. 63-64.
4bocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 518-520.
5Nenproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 106-107.
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an imported reactor even if the host country supplied its
own fuel, because the . reactor would produce p1utonium,
which was a "special fissionable material."1

Congressman Holifield admitted that the existing IAEA
system needed improvement. No matter how much it cost,
however, it would be far more costly if there was no non-
.proliferation treaty or IAEA system,2 AEC subsequently
supplied the Committee with a memorandum cn IAEA safe-
guards costs. The IAEA budget for 1969 allocated $928,000
for safcguards.r Future estimates covering nuclear power
plants and related fuel plants in'all countries were as
'follows:

Year Manpower Cost

1971 • 775 $ 29,800,00o
1975 956 40,100,000
1980 1,302 60,600,000
1985 '1,766 93,500,000
1990 2,374 • 143,400,0003

Congressman Hosmer noted that there were no safeguards '
on giving or receiving nuclear weapons. He considered the
IAEA system completely inadequate even for declared facilities
and pointed out that IAEA inspectors would tave no right to
look for clandestine activities. By using the centrifuge
or nozzle processes or developing.pure fusion explosives,
countries could cheat in "small and easily hidden plants."
Congressman Findley agreed that the safeguards provisions
were meaningless.5 Dr. Teller said that a treaty permitting
18 rnonths delay Wore negotiations on safeguards began was •
not worth having.0

lIbid., p. 115. Cf. the U.S. replies to South Africa
(above, pp. 368-371).

2Nonproliferation. Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 149-150.
3Ibid., pp. 153-155.

p. 164.
51-57(1., p. 175.
6Ibid., p. 182.

-8E6RET/NOFORN

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

- 404 -

Sanctions 

In response to Senator Lausche (Dem., Ohio), Secretary
of State Rusk said that there were no punitive provisions
in the treaty:

The treaty itself does not atternpt to deal
with the question of sanctions in the event of
violation. The great overriding sanction is
that the treaty reflects very important under-
lying national interests, national security
interest considerations, for the signatories,
and this is true of the nuclear countries.
So that the treaty itself would collapse if there
were serious violation.

He added that a treaty concluded by more than 100 nations
on such an important question was "a pretty solemn and
formidable treaty," and he did. not think that a signatory
would "take lightly the idea of violating the treaty."1

Security assurances 

Secretary Rusk said that the Security Council resolution
and the U.S. declaration did not impose any additional
responsibilities beyond existing U.N. Charter obligations:
Tt was politically important, however, that three of the
five permanent members recognized that a nuclear aggression
or thr&at fell within the responsibility of the Security"
Council, and this might have a deterrent effect on those
who contemplated such aggression. There was no unilateral
U.S. commitment to prcvide a guarantee against nuclear
blackmail, arm any U.S. action would be taken through the
Security Council.

Referring to German concern about the possible
dissolution of NATO, he said that dissolution might be
interpreted by some countries as grounds for withdrawal
from the non-proliferation treaty. We were nct seeking to
amend the North Atlantic Treaty.J The President's July 1,
statement did not amend our security treaties in any way.4

libid., p. 29.
2lbid., pp. 15-17.
3Ibid., pp. 42-43.
4Ibid., p. 47. For the President's statement, see

above, pp. 385-386.
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Deputy Secretary of Defense Nitze believed that the
tripartite resolution added significantly to the security
of the non-nuclear parties, "not by increasing security
commitments but by giving evidence to all nations that both* .
the United States and the Soviet Union share the utmost
concern in preventing any act or threat of aggression with
nuclear weapons."' We were not giving the FRG a guarantee
against nuclear attacic even if NATO should be dissolved.2
Although it was important for the FRG to- adhere to the
treaty, he said, "we have no obligation to Germany, we I
have made no.special arrangements with Germany and have !no -
such intention."3

Congressman Hosmer stated that the treaty Would extend .
our security arrangements to all treaty signatdries and .
thereby "increase our opportunities to get involved in some--
one else's troubles by 250 percent." He recornmended that the
Senate state that "the security assurance is meaningful to
the extent that we will be !concerned to the utmost!" if
some country becomes the victim of nuclear aggression or
blackrnail, but that it is meaningless insofar as rushing
to its rescue is concerned."4 Congressman Findley thought
that the guarantees agalnst nuclear blackmail were -empty.5

Withdrawal

Asked what events short of general war. might lead the
JCS to recommend withdrawal from the treaty, General Wheeler
replied:

I would think that if we detected serious
violations of the treaty provisions, that is,
regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons .
to non-nuclear states that would be hostile to -
us, we would be justified in examining our .

—position and perhaps recommending,to the president
that we withdraw from the treaty.°

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 511.
2NOnproliferation Treaty: Hearings, pt. 1, p. 80.
3lbid., p. 86.

p. 165.
p. 175.
p. 78.
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Report'of the Foreign Relations Committee 

ACDA believed that the hearings had gone well and that
there was a good chance that the Senate would approve the
treaty before it adjourned. But the Soviet invasion cf -
Czechoslovakia (August 20-21) dimmed hopes for early
Senate action, as it also checked the treaty's progress
in the international arena.1

The Johnson Administration .still pressed for early
approval of the treaty. The President told his news
conference on September 6 that the treaty was "very much in
the interest of the United States, despite any recent
developments.u2 Three days later, Secretary of State Rusk
urged Senate approval in an executive session of the
Foreign Relations Committee. In a statement to the press,
he acknowledged that. the Soviet invasion had complicated
the internaticnal situation. He stressed, however, that
the treaty was not a bilateral Ameriean-Soviet agreement but
a world-wide, treaty which would be good even if there were
no Soviet Union.3 On the other hand, Mr. Nixon expressed
support 'for the treaty but favored a delay in Senate action
until the "posture and intentions of the Soviet Union toward
Czechoslovakia and other 1-i tions of Central and Western '
Europe can be reassessed."'

On September ,17 the Foreign Relations Committee•approved
the treaty by a vote of 13 to 3, with 3 abstentions.5 In -its

1See below, p. 410.
2weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Sept. 9,

1968, p. 1311.
3New York Times, Sept. 10, 1968.
4Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 625.
5New York Times, Sept. 18, 1968. The Committee members

voted as follows:

For - Carlson (Rep., Kan.), Case (Rep. N.J.),
Church (Dem., Id.), Clark (Dem:, Pa.), Cooper (Hep., Ky.),
Fulbright (Dem., Ark.), Gore (Dem., Tenn.), Mansfield
(Dem., Mont.), McCarthy (Dem., Minn.), Morse (Dem., Ore.),
Pell (Dem., R.I.), Sparkman (Dem., Ala.), Symington . •
(Dem., Mo.)'.

A inst - Dodd (DeM., Conn.), LaUsche (Dem., Ohio),
Mundt Rep., S.D.).

Abstainin - Aiken (Rep., Vt.), Hickenlooper (Rep.,
Iowa),-W1 ams (Rep., Del.).

SECEETATOFORN 
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report (September 26), the majority recommended approval of
the treaty without reservation. It saw in the treaty a
recognition by the United States, the United Kingdom, and the

. Soviet Union of a "common interest in building barriers to
the ver real threat of mutual annihilation" inherent in
nuclear proliferation. The nuclear parties also recognized
their responsibility to cornpensate the non-nuclear parties
by making further efforts for disarmament, as well as
pledging themselves to act through the Security Council to
safeguard the security of non-nuclear states which signed
the treaty.

- The report noted that the treaty would have the effect
of freezing American policy:

...althoUgh U.S. .statutes have forbidden the .
transfer of nuclear weapons to other states or
associations of states, this -prohibition was
heretofore a national decision subject to revision
of U.S. law. The pending treatywill turn this
self irnposed limitation into an international
prohibition that can be revised only by the
process of, amending the treaty, by U.S. with-
drawal from the treaty or by a war situation.
For example, it has long been the United States
position not to transfer nuclear weapons to any
European federation. Heretofore this position .
could have been changed by the President and
the Congress; lf the pending treaty comes into
force there will be another, perhaps insurmountable,
obstacle to any such change.

After citing Administration testimony that the IAEA
safeguards system would have to be improved and strengthened
and noting the absence of safeguards against clandestine
activities, the report referred to the Administration view
that the treaty would prohibit us from providing huclear
material for peaceful purposes to non-nuClear states which
did not adhere to the treaty:

SECRET/NOFORY 
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...Administration witnesses took the position
that nuclear weapon states party to the treaty
would be subject to an undertaking not to provide .
nuclear material to any nonnuclear-weapon state
for peaceful purposes unless the material was
subject to safeguards resulting from an agreement
with the IAEA. The United States was confident,
that no such situation would develop, according to
the testimony before the committee. It was left
unclear, however, how theUnited,States would
react if such a .situation did develop.

Article V would probably stimulate interest in amending the .
limited test-ban treaty.

The Committee did not consider that the Security Council:
resolution or the U.S. declaration created any new commitments,:

The committee wishes to make it unmistakably .
clear that it considers the Security Council -
resolution and the U.S. declaration as separate
and distinct from the Non-proliferaticn Treaty.
This resolution and the accompanying declaration,
are solely executive measures. However, because
these actions are linked politically to the treaty,
the connection could convey the impression that •
approval of the treaty by the Senate also means
approval of the Security Council resolution. For
this reason, the committee wishes to make the
record clear that support of the Non-proliferation
Treaty is•in no way to be construed as approval •
of the security guarantee measures embodied *in the
United Nations resolution or the supporting U.'S.
declaration. It is appropriate, however, for the
committee to express its interpretation of- the

•United Nations resolution on security guarantees,
since the pledge and resolution bear upon the
constitutional right of the Senate to approve
formal security commitments by the United States
and upon the constitutional right'of the Congress,
to declare war.

srcittifiNe•gus
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The committee is constrained to point out that,
in its view, this Utited Nations resolution and
its accompanying declaration in no way involve a
ratification of prior commitments or establish
new commitments. In the event that action is
contemplated by the United States, by reason
of its declaration in the Security Council,
such action can only be taken with due regard to -
proper Constitutional processes.

Although the Security Council resolution and the U.S.
declaration created no new commitments, they closed an
option. Before the resolution was passed, we had the option
of calling a case of aggression or threatened aggression
to the attention of the Security Council, but we now had an
obligation to do so. We had therefore given up some of our
diplomatic flexibility. Moreover, we had also given up
the theoretical possibility of transferring nuclear weapons
to our allies. The Committee believed that "the possible
future costs of renouncing this option" were overshadowed
by the advantages of controlling proliferation.

The Committee was concerned that few near-nuclear
states had yet signed the treaty. It therefore urged the
President to delay depositing the U.S. instrument of
ratification until he had received "positive assurances" •
that a majority of them would adhere to the treaty. Other-
wise, the treaty would become "little more than a pious
declaration of intent."

The only "commitment" it saw in the treaty was the
obligation of the nuclear parties to move toward nuclear
disarmament. It was concerned, however, about the
possibility that we would be called upon to provide nuclear
explosive services to any non-nuclear party "regardless of
its relationship to the United States" and without regard to
"the relationship and importance" of foreign projects to
the U.S. public interest. The Committee rejected any
interpretation of article V as an "open ended commitment"
and stated that research and development projects should
be undertaken only after consultation with the appropriate
Congressional committees.

-,2ZORET74iffillefitd-
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While several members had favored deferring action on
the treaty until January because of the flagrant Soviet
violation of treaty commitments in the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, the majority felt that the treaty was
multilateral and that any delay was inadvisable. It
.concluded that the treaty was in the best interest of the
United States and' that its eventual success would depend
on wide acceptance by near-nuclear countries, the
effectiveness of the safeguards, and prcgress toward
cessation of the nuclear arms race.

In a minority report, five Senators urged delay, both
for substantive objections to the treaty and because of the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. They cited fcur "unresolved
substantive questions":

(1) It was'questionable whether IAEA could prevent. . •
cheating.

(2) The treaty could injure our relations with Euratom
by requiring us to cut off nuclear assistance to its members.

(3) Article V could require us to provide "nuclear
engineering projects at the request of countries from
Afghanistan to Zambia," at our expense.

(4) It was not known how much we would have to .pay
for an expanded IAEA safeguards system. It would also be
prudent for the Senate to await the outcome of the non-
nuclear cor.ference before taking any action.

The impact of the Czechoslovak events was even more
fundamental. If the treat.y was to be effective, it would
require -Soviet cooperation, but there was "no way to monitor
effectively the Soviet Unionss performance of its cbligations
under the Non-prcliferation Treaty." Since the Soviet
Union had violated the U.N. Charter and other solemn treaty
commitments by loccupying Czechoslovakia, they questioned
whether this was an appropriate time to "take Soviet promises
on faith." If the choice was now or never, they admitted
that it might be wiser "to sacrifice our scruples and dismiss
our doubts." BUt the real choice was Senate action now or

&BeREI - OrgOall
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"some time next year," and they saw no need for early
action in view of the failure of many key countries to
even sign the treaty.1

The treaty had not yet been voted on when Congress
adjourned on October 14. Although President Johnson
later talked about calling a special session of the Senate
after the November election, he did not .do.so. When he
left office on January 20, the treaty was still. pending.

Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 
(August 29-October 2, 1968) 

The Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States (NNC) was
attended by the representatives of 96 nations. The United
States and the Soviet Union had agreed in the General Assembly
that it should be held,2 but they were still concerned that
it might impede the non-proliferation treaty. Both agreed
that the NNC should not be allowed to develop into a
permanent organization. After some hesitation, they decided
to attend the conferencee Although their representatives
were entitled to do so, thy did not speak in the public
proceedings or submit papers to the conference.

The NNC agenda included security assurances, nuclear-
free zones, nuclear disarmament, safeguards, peaceful uses
of nuclear energy, and peacefui nuclear explosive services.
Our delegation was instructed to explain that we could not
go beyond the Security Council resolution on security
assurances3 or make a generalized commitment on non-use
along tpe lines of Additional Protocol II to the Tlateloico
treaty.4

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 642-661. The
minority report was signed by Senators Mundt, Hickenlooper,
Williams, Dodd, and Lausche. In an individual statement,
Senator Dodd criticized the "incomplete nature of the
safeguards article. Senator Aiken appended a statement in
which he said that there should be "some definite under-
standings...with respect to the economic responsibilities of
this country before the treaty is voted upon."

2See above, p. 288.
3See above, pp. 308-311.

4See below, chapter D.

SEC 
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We felt that the IAEA was the competent international
organization to work out the modalities of safeguards and
to receive any reports on peaceful nuclear assistance.
We saw no need for a new internationaLbody. Nuclear
disarmament was a problem for the nuclear powers in the
first instance, and it would be a mistake for the conference
to try to set up priorities. Because of the Soviet position
on verification, it would not be realistic to pftpose an
inventory of fissionable materials for weapons and non-
weapons purposes, as scme had suggested. We strongly '
opposed any new international organization for peaceful -
nuclear explcsive services.

In our view, the conference was a "one-shot affair";
the Disarmament 'Commission 'the First Committee of the
General Assembly, and the ENDC, as well as the review con-
ference under the non-proliferation treaty, were forums
where ncn-nuclear nations would be able to express their
views on disarmament.1

Security assurances 

Several security assurances proposals emerged during the
conference. Yugoslavia broached a resolution reviving the
Ethiopian proposal for a non-use convention and calling on
states to issue unilateral declarations incorporating the
Kosygin proposal until a convention was concluded.2 India
proposed to amend the Yugoslav resolution by dropping the
Kosygin formula and substituting language which would recognize
that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against a
non-nuclear state would create a situation in which the
Security Council, especially its nuclear members, would have ,
to act immediately. The resolution would reaffirm the
inherent.right of individual or coalection self-defense
until the Security Council had taken the necessary
measures. Unlike the Security Council resolution, the Indian

1To Geneva, tel. 228661, Aug. 27, 1968, Confidential.,
2From Geneva, tel. 4795, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.

For the Ethiopian proposal, see below,,Chapter ,K-6. The
Kosygin proposal is discussed above, p. 51.
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proposal did not link security assurances to the non-
proliferation treaty). Neither of these resolutions were
surfaced.

A Pakistani resolution would urge the nuclear powers
to refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
against any non-nuclear nation which had renounced nuclear
weapons and had none on its territory. It would also
recommend to the permanent members of the Security Council
which had supported the June resolution that they under-
take to provide immediate assistance to any non-riuclear
nation which had renounced nuclear weapons and was the victim
of a nuclear attack or threat. The nuclear powers would
undertake to act affirmatively through the Security Council
in such a situation and to respond to a reouest for
immediate assistance from a state which had renounced
nuclear weapons until the Security Council had taken the
necessary measures.2

The Soviets told our delegation that they did not
find the Yugoslav or Pakistani resolutions acceptable,
principally because they did not restrict the benefits of
the Kosygin formula to parties to the non-proliferation
treaty. As during the General Assembly session, they
wished to prevent resolutions unacceptable to either
superpower.3

After further discussion within the Afro-Asian group,
the Pakistanis dropped the Kosygin formula. We still con-
sidered the resolution unac

4
eptable, and the Pakistanis

did not bring it to a vote. Also stillborn was a proposal
by Uganda, Tanzania, and Zamb.ia for'a conference to conclude
a convention or protocol to the non-proliferation treaty
providing that the non-nuclear powers would not attack non-
nuclear nations or each other and that parties would come to
the aid of any state attacked by nuclear or conventional
weapons.5

1From Geneva, tel. 4870, Sept. 18, 1968, Confidential.
For an earlier version cf the Indian amendment, see Geneva,
tel. )4822, Sept. 14, 1968, Confidential.

2From Geneva, tel. 4795, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.
prom Geneva, tel. 4796, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.
A/CONF.35/C.J/L.11; from Geneva, tel. 5031, Sept. 25,

1968, Confidential.
5A/CONP.35/C.1/L.4.
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There was much stronger support for a Latin American
resolution recommending that the General Assembly convene
a conference for concluding an agreement whereby the nuclear
powers would undertake to adopt the appropriate measures to
assure the security of all non-nuclear states.1 On
September 26 the First Committee approved (12 to 1, with 68
abstentions) a Pakistani amendment referring to the principle
of "an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and
obligations between the nuclear and non-nuclear States."
It then adopted the amended resolution by a vote of 4o to 17,
with 25 abstentions. But additional opposition was mustered
in the plenary conference (September 27), where the
resolution failed by one vote to obtain the necessary two-
thirds majority because the Dahomeyan representative, who
had supported it in the First Committee, did not arrive in
time for the voting.2

Other initiatives came frorn our allies. The Belgian
observer at Geneva floated the idea of a resolution which
would invite the nuclear powers to "solemnly subscribe,
individually or collectively, and without detriment to the
right of legitimate or collective defense reaffirmed in
the United Nations Charter, to the commitment not to lend
themselves directly or indirectly, and in any place
(territory) whatsoever, to any military initiative whatever
involving or engaging the use of nuclear weapons or the

1A/CONF.35/C.1/L.3/Rev 2.
2The vote !was 39 to 20, with 19 abstentions:
For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil,

Cameroon, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, FRG, Ghana, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel,'
Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Laos, Madagascar, Mauritius, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Republic of Vietnam, Romania,
Spain, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, United
Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugcslavia, Zambia.

Against - Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, China,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland,
Republic of Korea, Sweden, Thailand.

Abstaining - Austria, Burma, Ceylon, Ethiopia, Iraq,
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Liechtenstein,
Malta, Mexico, Morocco, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia,
Somalia, South Africa, South Yemen, Syria, Tunisia,.Turkey,,
UAR, Yemen.
The President of the conference ruled that 40 votes were
necessary for a 2/3 majority and the Latin Americans, after
vilprously disputing the ruling, did nbt dema.nd a vote on its
validity.

S, Afe.F9RN-

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

SECRET/NOFORN

- 415 -

threat to use such weapons."1

FRG Ambassador Schnippenkoetter favored a resolution
condemning all use of force contrary to Charter principles.
When this proposal encountered British and Canadian criticism,
he acknowledged that it did not deal with the problern of
nuclear defense against overwhelming conventional attack -
a problem which had always concerned German strategists.
He then proposed that the nuclear powers should "undertake
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against any
non-nuclear-weapon State, unless requested to act according
to a decision by the Security Council or to assist in the
exercise of the right of self-defense."2

The Belgian and German proposals were referred to.the
North Atlantic Council, and Ambassador Cleveland was instructed
to oppose them. In view of our experience with our previous
non-use proposal, we did not consider it possible. for the
non-nuclear conference to develop a broadly' acceptable
formula, due to the 'Wide .variety of conflicting interests of
Western alliances, non-aligned, East bloc, and especially
of nuclear-weapons states, whose support would be required
for any meaningful assurances."3

. At the September.18 meeting of the NAC, Ambassador
Cleveland was supported by the British representative, who
pointed out that the search for a compromise would create
security problemstor NATOand argued that the Belgian and
German propcsals were unlikely to prove fruitful. The
Belgians withdrew their proposal, and the German representative:
said that the FRG would not push its formula over substantive
objections..4

Although Ambassador Schnippenkoetter dropped his
fcrmula on the non-use of nuclear weapons for aggressive
purposes, he continued tc press a resoluticn on the general
non-use of force. Commenting on the initial draft, Ambassador

1From Geneva, tei. 4788, Sept. 12, 1968,
2From Geneva, tel. 4869, Sept. 17, 1968,
No USNATO, tel. 240335, Sept. 18, 1968,
4Prom USNATO, tel. 4784, Sept. 19, 1968,

U.CaTiTI-NAFeeRtf-

Confidential.
Confidential.
Secret. .
Confidential.
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De Palma told shim that it would be criticized for failing
to refer to the U.N. Charter and that some would see it as
an attempt to introduce the Czechoslovak issue in the General
Assembly.' Our delegation thought that we should maintain
an "essentially hands-off attitude" but suggest adding .
a reference to article II of the U.N. Charter and deleting
the appeal to the General Assembly.2 Washington felt that
the new German draft still raised many problems, r since it
contained a non-use formula and appeared to create
assurances apart from the Charter. We could not support it
and believed that it should be subject to further NATO
consultation.3

In spite of our opposition, the Germans tabled their .
resolution. They added a reference to article.II of the
Charter 'and dropped the appeal to the General Assembly.
In its final form, the operative paragraphs of the
resolution read as follows:

1. ghe ral.g7 Reaffirms 

(i) the principle, indivisible in its ap-
plication, of the non-use of force and the
prohibition of the threat of force in relations
between States by employing nuclear or non-nuclear
weapons, and the belief that all States.without
exception have an equal and inalienable right to
enjoy the protection afforded by this principle,
redognized under Article 2 of the United Nations
Charter;

(ii) the right to equality, sovereignty,
territorial integrity, non-intervention in internal
affairs and 'self-determination of every.State;

(iii) the inherent right, recognized under
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter; of
individual or collective self-defense which,

1From Geneva, tel. 4928, Sept. 20, 1968, Confidential.
2From Geneva, tel. 4941, Sept. 20,:1968, Confidential.
3To Geneva, tel. 242795, Sept. 20, 1968, Confidential.

Th-Etlitif-f-NeFARN-

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

SECRET/NOFORN 

417 -

apart from measures taken or authorized by ,
the Security Council of the United Nations, is
the legitimate exception to the overriding
principle of the non-use of force in relations
between States,

2. Requests the nuclear-weapon States to reaffirm
these principles on their behalf.

In the First Committee, there were separate votes on
each part of operativeparagraph (i). Part was
approved 60 to 0, with 18 abstentions, part ii) 6o to ov
with 21 abstentions, and part (iii) 47 to 0, with 33 •
abstentions. The resolution as a whole passed 50 to 5, with
25 abstentions.

The voting lineup was similar in the plenary conference

reptember 27), where the third part of operative paragraph
1) was approved 48 to 0, with 32 abstentions. The
resolution as a whole was adopted 52 to 5, with 26 abstentions,
against the opposition of Soviet alli6s.1

Safeguards 

Before the NNC convened, there was some discussion with
the Japanese, who were not content with the explanations we
had previously offered about the operations of the IAEA
safeguards system.2 On July 23, they gave our Embassy in .
Tokyo a memorandum advocating a new safeguards system under
the treaty. They argued that the present IAEA safeguards
system would be unsuitable and that a new system should be
set up, based on controlling the flow of nuclear material.
at certain strategic points. In their view, plutonium and
highly enriched uranium should receive. major emiohasis. The
current IAEA system would be too costly, and its effectiveness
would be doubtful. Moreover, all non-nuclear parties,
including member; of regional organizations, should receive
equal treatment.J

1See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 671-672.
2See above, pp. 345-348.
3"A New Safeguards System under the NPT," July 23, 1968,

(Attachment to from Tokyo, agm. A-1837), Confidential.
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We replied that there was no need for a fundamental
revision of the IAEA system at this stage. It was flexible
enough to use under the treaty, and IAEA would not be
precluded from concentrating on strategic points. The
right of inspection was necessary, however, in order to
verify that reports and records were accurate. The IAEA
system already emphasized plutonium and highly enriched
uranium. While we did not under-estimate budgetary factors,
we found it inconceivable that a day could not be found
to finance the program. As for "equality of treatment,"
all safeguards agreements should conform to the three
principles Mr. Fisher had enunciated in January.l Although
the IAEA-Euratom agreernent might differ from sorae of the
others, the impor'cant point was that the net effect should
be equal in terms of assurance that no diversion was taking
place. We proposed bilateral discussions at a later date.4

The Japanese then assured us that they did not intend
to deal substantively with saf.eguards at the NNC or the
IAEA General Conference.3 They considered it necessary to
know the extent to which Amerioan and British facilities
would undergo IAEA inspections, and they wished to have our
views on the effect of the treaty on existing safeguards
agreements withiJapan.4

Quoting an AEC memorandum submitted during the Senate
hearings, we said that IAEA would probably elect "to apply
safeguards to a representative number of U.S. activities,
at least initially." It was doubtful, however, that IAEA
would wish to apply safeguards to all our activities, and we
did not consider this necessary. We could not supply a list
of activities at that time.5 At Geneva, a Japanese delegate
told us that his country had a strong interest in seeing all
American facilities placed under IAEA safeguards so that we
would feel the full burden and adopt what he called a reasonable

ISee above, pp. 294-295.
2To Tokyo, tel. 226904, Aug. 23, 1968, Confidential.
3From Tokyo, tel. 11523, Aug. 28, 1968, Confidential.
IlFrom Tokyo, tel. 11600, Aug. 30, 1968, Confidential.
5110 Tokyo, tel. 238454, Sept. 13, 1968, Confidential;

from Tokyo, tel. 12030, Sept. 14, 1968, Confidential. For
the AEC memorandum, see Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings 
Before the Committee on Poreign E6lations, linitea States 
Senate, Ninetieth Congress, Second Session, on txecutive H,
90th Congress, Second Session, pp. 110-111.

CE ORDIVNOFORN
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attitude. Referring to Euratom, he argued that all parties .
should be treated equally and that we should define the
IAEA-Euratom relationship. We replied that the relationship
would initially be up to the two organizations, although our
membership in the IAEA Board of Governors would eventually
require us to declare our position.1

The Germans shared the Japanese desire to simplify
safeguards but took a different view of Euratom. And they
were not content to express their opinions behind the
scenes. They tabled a working paper at Geneva
they argued that safeguards should be based on the "containment
principle," i.e., assuring that the flow of fissionable
material was contained in peaceful nuclear plants, and on
the concentration of safeguards at strategic points around
and in nuclear faciiities, where instruments could be
employed.2 On September 18, Ambassador Schnippenkoetter
told the First Committee that only those parts of the IAEA
system which accorded with these principles were re1eVant
to the agreements to be negotiated under article III'of the
treaty. He also referred to the "discriminatory" aspect
of safeguards, weicomed the American and British offes,
and maintained that Euratom provided equal treatment.D ;

The Swiss introduced a resolution reconunending that
agreements under article III should be drawn'up "with due
regard for the principle of the sovereign 'equality of States,
so as to impose equivalent political or economic
responsibilities upon all." It also recommended simplifying
safeguards procedures "by limiting them to the flow
of highly enriched uranium and plutonium," automating
safeguards, exempting small quantities of materials used in
scientific research, strengthening rules against industrial
espionage, and charging the costs of safeguards against the
IAEA budget.4 The Swiss resolution was later merged with a
Spanish proposai recommending the establishment within IAEA
of a special committee on safeguards "to which member
countries possess.Lng nuclear facilities er sUpplying nuclear
materials shall belong if they so wish."5

1From Geneva, tel. 4823, Sept. 14, 1968, Limited Official
Use.

2A/CONF.35/L.1/1.
3A/CONF.35/C.1/SR.11 (prov.).
4A/CONP.35/C.1/"2.
5A/CONF.35/C.1/L.9. The Spanish resolution was ciThulated

as A/CONF.35/C.1/L.1.
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In an effort to avert substantive recommendations by
the NNC, we persuaded the Chileans to table a resolution
transmitting the conference records and relevant proposals
to IAEA.1 But the Chileans encountered opposition within
the Latin American group and agreed to withdraw their
resolution and co-sponsor a modified version of the Spanish-
Swiss resolution, which dropped the "sovereign equality"
clause.2 With several amendments, the resolution was
approyed in the First Committee 35 to 5, with 43 abstentions.3
The plenary conference adopted it on September 27 by a vote
of 34 to 5, with 45 abstentions.4

-\.

1A/CONF.35/C.1/L.12; from Geneva, tel. 4947,
Sept. 23, 1968, Ccnfidential.

2From Geneva, tel. 5004, Sept. 25, 1968, Confidential.
The revised Spanish-Swiss proposal (A/CONF.35/C.1/L.14)
was co-sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Spain,. and Switzerland.

JThe amendments were submitted ITY Japan (A/CONF.35/
C.1/L.16), Mauritius (A/CONF.35/C.1/L.17)., the FRG (A/CONF.
35/C.1/L.18), and the Philippines (A/CONF.35/C,1/L.19). The
,vote on the amended resolution was as follows:

For - Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,
Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Ghana, Guatemala, India, Indonesia,
Iran, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines/ Spain,
Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia.

A ainst - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia,
Poland

Abstaining - Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Belgium,
Cameroon, Canada, China, Dahomey, Denmark, Finland, Greece,
Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malta, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Romania, South Africa Southern
Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, UAA, United .
RepuNic of Tanzania, Yemen, Zambia.

4See res. F (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 676-677).
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The NNC also adopted a Pakistani resolution on'safeguards.
In its final form, this resolution stated:

2The NNW recommends the acceptance of the
IAEA system of safeguards, as may be evolved from
time to time, by all the non-nuclear-weapon
States, as set forth in an agreement to be
negotiated and concluded with the IAEA in
accordance with its safeguards system which would
provide against diversion of source or fissionable
material whether it is produced, processed or
used in any principal nuclear facility or'is out-
side any such facility established with or without
the assistance of the IAEA, including those "
principal nuclear facilities which may'have been
estabashed in pursuance of any bilateral or
multilateral arrangements, as a step towards
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.'

It was approved in plenary by a vote of 34 to 8, with 41
abstentions.

Nuclear-free zones 

16 Latin American states co-sponsored a draft resolution
on nuclear-free zones. Operative part A recommended that
non-nuclear nations outside their area study the possibility -
and desirability of setting up other deriuclearized zones
"provided that political and security conditions permit."
Operative part B -(1) regretted that all nuclear powers had
not signed Additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco treaty
and (2) urged them to do so.2

In the First Committee, Ghana, supported by Soviet
allies and a few Afro-Asian states, proposed to delete the
words "provided that political and security conditions
permit" from operative part A. The Ghanaian amendment was

1Res. E (ibid., pp. 675-676).
2A/OONF.35/C.1 /L.5/Rev. 1.

SECREVNOPORN
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rejected 56 to 12, with 8 abstentions.1 The Committee then f)
approved this part by a vote of 64 to 0, with 12 abstentions.'.
The committee approved paragraph (1) of operative part B by .
a vote of 41 to 1, with 34 abstentions.3 It adopted paragraph

1For - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Hungary, Kenya,
Kuwait, Mongolia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Somalia,

Against. - Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, ,
Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Italy,
Jamaica, Japan, Jor•dan, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Vietnam,.South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain, .
Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
Uganda, UAR, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yemen, Zambia.

Abstaining - Afghanistan, Iran, Madagascar, Morocco,
Portugal, Thailand, Tunisia, Yugoslavia.

2For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile,
China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia,
FRG, Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland,
Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, the
Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic Of Vietnam,
Somalia, South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, UAR,
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - None.
Abstaining - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Ghana,.Hungary.

Kenya, Kuwait, Mongolia, Morocco,-Poland, Romania, Thailand,
Tunisia.

3For - Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil,
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, FRG, Greece,
Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Libya, Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, New ZeEiland,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, POrtugal, Republic of Vietnam,
South Africa, Spain, Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
Uganda, United Republid of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zambia.

Against - Nigeria.
Abstaining - Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burma, Ceylon,

China, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana,
Hungary, India, Indonesia,. Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Madagascar,
Mongolia, Morocco, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Republic of Korea,
Romania, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Thailand,
Tunisia, UAR, Yemen, Yugoslavia.
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(2) of this part 61 to C, with 15 abstentions.1 The resolution
as a whole passed 63 to 0, with 13 abstentions.2 The plenary.
conference approved it 74 to 0, with 10 abstentions.3.

Disarmament 

A group of Latin Arnerican nations, Joined by Afghanistan,
Ghana, India, Pakistan, and Yugoslavia, sponsored 1E :resolution
requesting that the General Assembly negotiate for:

1For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Ghana, Greece,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand,,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
Republic of Vietnam, Somalia, South Africa, Southern Yemen, .
Spain, Switzerland, Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey,
Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

A ainst - None.
bs -aining - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland,

Hungary, Mongolia, Morocco, Norway, Poland, Republic of Korea,
Romania, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, UAR.

2For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,' Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Finland,
Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Somalia, Scuth Africa, Southern
Yemen, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Trinidad. and
Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, UAR, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - None.
Abstaining - Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Hungary;

Kenya, Kuwait, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Poland, Romania,
Thailand, Tunisia.

3Res. B (Documents on Disarmament, 1968,  pp. 672-674).
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(a) the prevention of the further development
and improvement of nuclear weapons and their
delivery vehicles;

(b) the conclusion of a comprehensive test
ban. treaty, as an important step in the field of
nuclear disarmament; and as a matter of high
priority;

(c) reaching agreement on the immediate
cessation of the production of fissile materials
fcr weapons purposes and the stoppage of the
manufacture of nuclear weapons;

(d) the reduction and subsequent elimination
of all stockpiles cf nuclear weapons and their
delivery systems.1

Pakistan introduced a resolution urging the USSR and the
United State§ tb enter into bilateral discus4ons on strategic
nuclear weapons limitations at an early date.

There was little controversy about either resolution, -
since the measures mentioned in the Latin American resolution
were already on the ENDC agenda and the USSR and the United
States had publicly declared.their intentioh"to have bilateral
strategic nuclear weapons limitation talks. The Latin American,
resolution was approyed in plenary by a vote of 76 to 0, with .
8 abstentions.3 The Pakistani resolution was adopted 79 to 0,
with 5 abstentions.(Kenya, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda, zambia).4

Peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

The Italians introduced a working paper in which they •
again advocated the Fanfani proposal for fissionable materials
transfers which we still opposed.5 SoMe European non-nuclear

lA/C0NF.35/ C.7/L.1/Rev. 1.
2A/CONF/C.1/L.8/Rev. 1.
3Res. C rocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 674-675).
4Res. D ibid., p. 675).
5A/CONF.357.2/3; to Geneva, tel. 241840, Sept. 19, 1968,

Confidential. For previous discussions, see above, p. 176.
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nations wished to give article IV of the treaty a broader
interpretation than we werewilling to accept. For example,
Ambassador Schnippenkoetter told the SePond Committee:

* The Federal Government states its under-
standing that, under the treaty, no nublear activity
in research, development, production or use is
prohibited nor can the supply of knowledge, materials
and'equipment be denied to non-nuclear-weapon States,
until it is clearly established that such activity or
such supply will be used for the manufacture of
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
Article IV establishes an obligation on parties of
the treaty in a position to do so.to co-operate
in contributing to the further developnent of the
application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.
The Federal Government expects that national
policies of restricting the free flow of scientific
and technological information will be reviewed in
order to premote the fullest possible exchange of
scientific and technological information for
peaceful purposes.

Our delegation did not wish to "open up Pandora's box" by
publicly disputing the German interpretation at this stage.'

But the same question was posed more sharply by a Swiss
resolution which declared that the nuclear powers should give
precise undertakings on the following points: '

(a) Effective access to advanced nuclear
technology, including that hitherto kept secret,
and in particular.that relating to uranium
enrichment;

(b) Guaranteed access.to fissionable materials,
in particular to enriched uranium and plutonium, with
a view to their use for peaceful purposes;

(c) Non-discrimination in the grant of facilities,
whether to nuc;ear-weapon States or to non-nuclear-
weapon States

1From Geneva, tel. 4772, Sept. 12, 1968, Confidential.
2A/CONF.35/0.2/L.1.-
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Washington instructed the delegation to say that this
resolution would not be a useful contribution, since the
treaty itself answered the general purposes of the resolution
"in La127 best manner realistically possible." Articles IV,
V, and VI of the treaty had beer. revised to meet the desires
of the non-nuclear natiOns, and the balance cf obligations in
these articles was heavily weighted in their favor. We had
already concluded more than 30 international agreements on
peaceful uses and would expect to conclude more as a result
of the treaty. The treaty did not prohibit uranium enrichmeftt
plants or any other type of isotope separation facilities but
required safeguards under article.III. The conclusion of
the treaty wculd facilitate the exchange of information on
peaceful uses, and we would make information "Widely available
except for areas closely related to ifh.27 risk of nuclear
weapons proliferation or to military applications of nuclear
energy." The technique of uranium enrichment was one of those
areas. As we had told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
the treaty did not override the provisions of the U.S. Atomic
Energy Act, existing export policy, anci private patent or
proprietary rights. There was no shortage of enriched
uranium or plutonium for peaceful purposes, and we planned
to enlarge our enrichment capacity.1

Our delegation was able to get the Swiss resolution
watered down by planting a more acceptable draft with the
Scandinavian countries2 and encouraging the Japanese to submit
a moderate resolution.3 The result was a seven,power resolution
containing the following recommendations to the IAEA:

(1) Continued efforts for the compilation and dissemin-
ation of public inforrnation. .

(2) Study of international arrangements to facilitate the
exchange of scientific and technical information that - was not
publicly available.

1To Geneva, tel. 241841, Sept. 19, 1968, Limited Official
Use.

2A/C0NF.35/C.2/L.7 and Add. 1. The four- Scandinavian
countries were later joined by Austria.

3A/CONF.35/C.2/L.4.

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

.SECREEL/N0F0717

- 427 -

(3) Advice from the nuclear powers on the declassification
of information whose classification was no longer necessary
for security reasons.

(4) Study Of ways and means of increasing funds for
technical assistance.

(5) -Study of means of insuring access to special
fissionable materials.

(6) Facilitation by the nuclear powers of making
fissionable materials available to non-nuclear naticns
t!accepting the application of safeguards as envisaged in
Article III of the Treaty."

(7) Studies on IAEA functions in the field of, peaceful
nuclear explosions.

(8) Examination.of its procedures and arragements, and
the composition of the Board of Governors.'

Our delegation acknowledged that the combined resolution
still had "imperfections" on fuel supply, information, and
peaceful uses. It was nevertheless encouraged, "considering
where we started." It was still not sure whether the
"extremists" would.accept a formula Which did not explicitly
call for the declassification of isotope separation technology.2

When the resolution came to a vote in the Second Committee,
some who wished for a stronger declassification provision
dernanded a separate vote on this clause, which was approved
by a vote of 62 to 0, with 11 abstentions. On the question
of specifying that safeguards should be as "envisaged" in the
treaty, the existing langUage was upheld 60 to 1, with'16
abstentions, India voting in the negative. The provisions on
availability of fissionable materials were approved 63 to 1,
with 14 abstentions. An attempt to strengthen othe recommendations
on IAEA reform failed 59 to 0, with 20 abstentions. The
resolution as a whole was then approved 70 to 2, with 8
abstentions, India and Nigeria opposing.

Use.

1A/CONF.35/C.2/L.4/Rev. 2.
2From Geneva, tel. 4957, Sept. 24, 1968, Limited Official

SELRET-744GFeithr 
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In the plenary conference (September 26), the FRG, '
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, and India unsuccessfully tried
to revise the safeguards language to read "either the application
of existing safeguards or other safeguards as envisaged in article
III of the treaty."1 This amendment was rejected 37 to 35,
with 6 abstenticns. The resolution was then approved 51 to
15, with 10 abstentions.2

Pakistan submitted two resolutions. The first resolution,
after three revisions, (1) requested all nuclear powers and
states in a position to do so to provide access for scientific
training on a non-discriminatory basis, (2) urged nuclear 'powers
and cthers not to provide nuclear material or equipment to
any non-nuclear state unless it had accepted safeguards "in
an agreement to be negotiated and concluded in accordance
with the Statute of IAEA and the Agency's safeguard system,"
and (3) urged that multilateral safeguards .continue to apply
until negotiations with IAEA wer

i 
considered "conducive to

the conclusion of an agreement:1 

The Second Committee deleted the second paragraph by
a vote of 15 to 19, with 30 abstentions and rejected the
third paragraph 3 to 29, with 30 abstentions. The truncated
resolution was then approved 18 to 3, with 43 abstentions.
The plenary conference adopted in on September 26 bÿ a vote
of 37 to o, with 43 abstentions.4

A second Pakistani resolution, after two revisions,
recommended that IAEA examine arrangements to set up a -
Special Nuclear Fund to finance nuclear projects in n2n-
nuclear nations, especially the developing countries.-) On
September 26 it was approved in the plenary conference by a
vote of 70 to 0, with 4 abstentions.°

1A/CONF.35/L.6. The Australian representative orally
proposed to revise the amendment to read "either the application
of or the acceptance of safeguards as provided for in the existing
IAEA system of safeguards or other appropriate safeguards as
envisaged in Article III of the treaty" (A/CONF.35/SP.17) but
withdrew the proposal without seeking a vote.

2Res. H (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 678-680).
11/CONF.35/C.2/L.3/Rev.3.
Res.M (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 684).
5A/coNP.35/C.2/L.5/iiev. 2.
6Res. I (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 680-681).
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On September 18 a group of Latin American nations submitted
a resolution' requesting the U.N. Secretary-General to appcint
a group of experts to prepare a report on the possible '
contributions of nuclear technology to developing countries;
The report would be completed in time for consideration at the
24th General Assernbly.1 Washington took a dim view of this
proposal, since it considered that IAEA was the appropriate
agency to deal with the problem and that the proposed
committee would overlap the small scientific advisory committee
that the Secretary-General already had.2

At the opening meeting of the 12th IAEA General Conference
in Vienna, Director-General Eklund expressed surprise.at the
Latin American proposal and took the occasion to criticize
the ignorance of some NNC members and the lack of coordination
between political and scientific organizations in some conntries,3
Eklund's remarks were not well received in Geneva,. where a
number of delegates agreed with the Ecuadorean view that they
were not only unwise but intolerable.4 They did not make'it
any easier for us to promote the IAEA.

While our delegation was unable to block this resolution,
its arguments apparently persuaded the sponsors to add a
paragraph recommending that the Secretary-General advise the
experts to take advantage of the experience of the IAEA.5 The
Second Committee approved the resolution by a vote of 75 to 0,
with 3 abstentions. The plenary conference adopted it on •
September 26 by a vote of 69 to 0,.with 1 abstention.6

A rnore radical resciution was initiated by Brazil. The
first part of this resolution would have,the ecnference (1)
request the General Assembly to consider setting up in the .
U.N. Development Program a "Program for Research and Development
of Nuclear Technology" with IAEA cooperation for the benefit of
the, developing countries, (2) request the International Bar,k

1A/OONF.35/C.2/L.2/Rev. 1 and Add
2To Geneva, tel. 21,3314, Sept. 23
3IAEA doc. GC (X1I)/011.119, p. 10
4A/cONF.35/SR.20.
5From Geneva, tel. 4947, Sept. 23

A/CON?. 35/C . 2/L . 2/Re v . 2.
uRes. G (Documents on Disarmament

SECRET/NOFORN 

. 1.
, 1968, Confidential.

, 1968,'Confidential;

, 1968, p. 678).
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for Reconstruction to consider setting up a program for using
nuclear energy in economic development projects for the benefit
of the developing countries, (3) ask the nuclear powers to
undertake primary 'responsibility for financing the programs.
The second part would request the IAEA to consider establishing
a "Special Fissionable Material Fund" for non-nuclear states,
especially the developing countries,.and ask the nuclear
powers for a firm commitment to provide materials to the
'fund "in adequate quantities and at reasonable prices."1

Washington opposed this proposal. In an instruction to
Geneva, it pointed out that developing countries set their own
priorities in the U.N. Development Program and could give
nuclear projects priority if they chose to do so. The
resolution would reverse the IBRD policy of dealing with
each project on its merits. We already bore a major burden
in financing development projects but would not assume
"primary responsibility" simply because we were a nuclear
power. It was not clear how the fissionable mate4als
provision would differ from existing arrangements.

In spite of our opposition, Brazil obtained Latin American
co-sponsors for the resolution and surfaced it in Committee
11.3 Separate votes were taken on the provisions regarding
nuclear-power financing of development programs and the supply
of fissionable materials. The financing provision was approved
52 to 4, with 23 abstentions, and the supply clause passed by
a vote of 59 to 4, with 20 abstentions. The Second Committee
then approved the resolution as a whole by a vote of 57 to
5, with 17 abstentions. On September 26 the p].enary 9onference
adopted it by a vote of 57 to 0, with 22 abstentions.4 -

Peaceful nuclear explosions 

During the negotiations on the non-proliferation treaty,
Sweden had questioned the compatibility of the treaty with a

1From Geneva, tel. 4835, Sept. 16, 1968, Confidential..
2To Geneva, tel. 241645, Sept. 19; 1968, Confidential.
3A/CODIF.35/C.2/L.6 and Adds. 1 and 2.
4See Res.' J (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 681-682).
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future comprehensive test ban,1 and she continued to be con-
cerned with this problem. At the non-nuclear conference she
tabled a resolution, co,-sponsored by Nigeria, stating that
the question of peaceful nuclear explosions was closely
linked with a comprehensive test ban, underlining "the
urgency of a universal and comprehensive solution .of the
problem of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes compatible
with a comprehensive test tan treaty." The preamble .contained
a clause referring to the need for a comprehensive test-ban
treaty and a separate agreement establishing control of all
peaceful explosions.2 The Second Committee approved this
clause by a vote of 39 to 1 (Australia) with 35 abstentions.
It adopted the resolution as a whoie 70 to 0, with 8
abstentions. On September 26 the plenary conference adopted
(57 to 0, with:12 abstentions) an amendment by Brazil, Mexico,
Nigeria, and Sweden Changing the wording of the preambular
clause.i It then approved the amended resolution by a vote
of 61 to 0, with 16 abstentions.4

Article V of the non-proliferation treaty provided that
non-nuclear parties should be able to obtain the oenefits
of peaceful nuclear explosive services, "pursuant to a special:
international agreement or agreements, through an appropriate
international body with adequate representation.of non-
nuclear-weapon States:" We believed that the IAEA should
be the "appropriate international body," but Mexico took a'
different view. It submitted a paper to the non-nuclear
conference in which it outlined proposals for preparing a
special agreement. These proposals called for setting up an
International Program of Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful
Purposes, comprising nuclear powers and "States which have
renounced nuclear weapons," i.e., parties to-the non-prolifer-
ation treaty, the Tlatelolco treaty, and similar agreements.5

The Mexicans argued that IAEA was not flexible enough
to handle the problem and questioned whether it could
discriminate among its members by withholding services from

1See International Negotiations on the Treaty on the Non-
roliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pp. 104-105.

CO F.35 Rev. 1 and Add. 1.
?A/CONF.35/L.5.
4Res.L (Documents on Disarmament,'1968, p. 683).
5A/CONF. 5/DOC.15.
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those who did not sign the treaty. We replied that there was
nothing in the IAEA Statute to prevent it from assuming '
obligations under article V. Since it had adequate statutory
authority, we saw no point in establishing a new organization.
It would be difficult for us to broaden our treaty assurances
to include adherents of other agreements - e.g., the Argentines
and Brazilians, contrary to our interpretation.; claimed that'
the Tlatelolco treaty would permit them to manufacture
peaceful nuclear explosive devices. Any American services
to countries that did not adhere to the treaty "would have
to be considered case-by-case.' Moreover, we did not think
that the conference should get into a detailed discussion
of the question.'

When the Dutch representative suggested countering the
Mexican propooals with a resolution endorsing the IAEA as
the "appropriate international body," Washington expressed
concern that this might make IAEA accountable to the conference.
It saw scme advantage, however, in a resolution, to IAEA and
thus place it in a subordinate position. It preferred a
resolution by the IAEA General Conference, scheduled to meet
in September, requesting the Director-General cf IAEA to
initiate studies of procedures for carrying out its role as
the appropriate international body,2 •

Our delegation was aware of this problem but pointed out
the danger that the less developed countries might "gravitate
around" the Mexican proposal in the absence of an initlative.3
In the end, it was decided to act through the IAEA, and the
General Confeence adopted a resolution of the kind we
contemplated.4

In Geneva, Mexico obtained other Latin American co-
sponsors for a draft resolution requesting the inclusion on
the agenda of the 23rd General Assembly of an item on convening
a special conference to ccnsider setting up within the IAEA
framework an International Program for Nuclear Explosiond

1From Geneva, tel. 4692, Sept, 5, 1968, Confidential; to
Geneva, tel. 234483, Sept. 7, 1968, Confidential,

2From Geneva, tel. 4652, Sept. 2, 1968, Confidential; to
Geneva, tel. 232652, Sept. 4, 1968, Confidential.

3Frorn Geneva, tel. 4714, Sept. 6, 1968, Confidential.
4Documents on  Disarmarnent, 1968, pp. 667-668. The IAEA

role was also recognized in the Swiss-Scandinavian-Japanese
resolution passed by the NNC (above, pp. 425-427).

SECRET/NOFORN
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for Peaceful Purposes.1 This resolution was merged with a
resolution sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, and Peru.2 The
joint resolution incorporated the Mexican proposal for a
special conference and declared that it was highly important
to draft an agreement setting up in the IAEA framework an
International Service for Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful
Purposes. It stated that charges for states which had
renounced nuclear weapons should be as low as possible. The
final paragraph requested the transmission of the Mexican
and Italian working papers and other relevant documents to
the U.N. Secretary-Genera1.3

There were separate votes in the Second Committee on
three paragraphs of the Latin American resolution. The
paragraph on an IAEA nuclear explosions service passed 34 to
15, with 32 abstentions. The Mexican proposal for a special
conference was approved 31 to 19, with 30 abstentions. The
committee approved the final paragraph 32 to 6, with 40
abstentions. It then adoptFd the resolution as a whole 28
to 13, with 40 abstentions.4

1A/CONF.35/C.2/L.12.
2A/CONF.35/C.2/L.9.
3Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 639-641. The English

version of the'resolution incorrectly referred to an International
Department for Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes. The "
Italian paper suggested an international conference to establish
an international body for cooperation in nuclear explosions
for peaceful uses, "either independent or within IAEA but
possessing the necessary autonomy" (A/CONF.35/C.2/2).

4For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Burma,
Cameroon; Chile, Colombia, Dahomey, Dominican Republic,
Ghana, Guatemala, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico,
Nigeria, ParagUay, Peru, Spain, Trinidad and tobago, Uganda,
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia,
Zambia.

Against - Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Iraq, Ireland, Libya, Mcngolia, Poland, South Africa,
UAR, Yemen.

Abstaining - Algeria, Belgium, Bolivia, Ceylon, China,
Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, FRG, Finland, Greece,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Liechtenstein, Malta, Mauritius, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea,
-Republic of Vietnam, Romania, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sweden,
Switzerland, Syria, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey.

SEORET/NA-Fefti
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. Tn the plenary conference (September 26), there was
• another vote on the Mexican paragraph, which now failed to .
obtain a two-thirds majority and was consequently dropped from .
the resolution.l The final paragraph, however, was auroved
30 to 7, with 48-abstentions, and. therefore retained.e The
vote on the resolution as a whole was 30 to 21, With 27
abstentions. It therefore failed of adoption since there
was no two-thirds majority.

'The vote was 31 to 24, with 29 abstentions:
For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil,

BurmaTaMeroon, Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, Dahomey, Dominican
Republic, FRG, Ghana, Guatemala, Iran, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Spain, Trinidad and
Tobago, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, HUngary, Iraq, Ireland,
Libya, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Morocco, New Zealand, Norway,
Poland, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Southern Yemen, Syria,
Tunisia, UAR, Yemen.

AbstaininL - Austria, China, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
Ethiopia, Greece, India, Indoensia, Israel, Japan, Laos,
Lebanon, Liechtenstein, Madagascar, Malta, Mauritius, Netherlands,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Vietnam, Romania, Somalia, Sweden, SWitzerland,
Thailand, Turkey.

2For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Cameroon,
CeylonTUhile, Colornbia, Costa Rica, Dahomey, Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, FRG, Ghana, Guatemala,-Israel, Italy,.
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Malta, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, Spain,
Switzerland, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Agair.st - Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia,
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland.

AbstaininK - Algeria, Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Burma, Cnina, Denmark, Finland, Greece, India, Indonesia,
Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Japan, Kenya, Laos, Lebancn, Libya,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mauritius, Morocco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistar., PhilipPines,
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of Vietnam, Romania, .
San Marino, Saudi Arabia,. Somalia, South Africa,'Southern
Yemen, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Tunisia, Turltey, Uganda,
UAR, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen.
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Composition of the IAEA  Board of Governors

Although we would have preferred for the NNC not to pass
any resolutions on the composition of the IAEA Board of
Governors, we were unable to keep the.conference away from
this question because of strong sentiment among the
developing countries, which felt that they were not adequately
represented on the Board. This sentiment was further abetted'
by Italy, which wished to obtain a permanent seat on the
Board. As noted above, the Swiss-Scandinavian-Japanese
resolution requested IAEA to study the question.1 An African
.resolution recommended to IAEA that representation on the
Board be broadened "so as to reflect equitable geographical
distribution and the views of a broad spectrurn of the
developing countries." This resolution was adopted by the .
plenary conference on. September 26 by a vote of 47 to 0,
with 29 abstentions.2

We also learned that Italy planned to propose a revision.
of the IAEA Statute to change the composition of the Board of
Governors.3 We opposed this.moye and contemplated only a
standing committee within IAEA.4 On September 13, Under
Secretary of - State Rostow toJd Ambassador Ortona that it would
be a mistake to seek amendment of the Statute and that Italy

smight become a permanent member.of the 'standing committee
we contemplated. Ambassador Ortona indicated that Italy would
introduce her proposal at the IAEA General Conference.D At
Vienna, she obtained several co-sponsors for a resolution .
urging the Board of Governors to study the question. The
General Conference approved it on September 30.6

Perpetuation of the NNC 

The thorniest issUe of all was the question of perpetuating
the NNC. This was posed by an Italian,working paper (September 9)
on the establishment of machinery to implemen'; conference

Use.

1See above, pp. 425-427.
2Res. K (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 682-683).
3From Vienna, tel. 63637-Sept. 3, 1968, Limited Official

4T0 Geneva and Vienna, tej.. 237734, Sept. 13, 1968,
Confidential.

5T0 Rome, tel. 238777, Sept. 14, 1968, Confidential.
6Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 667.

SE€444-47/44efLeftN
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decisions. Attached to the working paper waS an annex
recommending that the General Assembly convene non-nuclear
conferences periodically and set up a special committee on
peaceful uses to study ways of implementing conference
decisions, promote and recommend necessary action, and
prepare the agenda of future conferences.1

Our line was to argue that the ENDC, the General Assembly,
and IAEA would consider the questions that interested the
NNC regardless of what that organization did.- It would
therefore be meaningless for the NNC to-carry over unfinished.
business to a later sessiori, since the question would be
dealt with elsewhere. Moreover, the fact that the nuclear
powers were not voting participants in t,he NNC was a strong'
argument for, keeping discussions in existing forums.2

. Perpetuation was the primary concern of our. delegation,
which mas not too hopeful about stopping it. On its
recommendation, Washington sent out a circular i.nstruction .
arguing that existing forums were adequate and stating tnat
we did not plan to-participate in further conferences along
NNC lines. An acceptable alternative would be for the
NNC to ask the General ASsembly to reexamine its conclusions
at a future session in the light of progress in responsible
organs and agencies.3

We were unable to stem the tide. On September 20, Italy
sUbmitted a drgt resolution incorporating the annex to her
working paper.4 In the .NAC, the Italian representative 1 .
declared that he could not accept cur objections to the NNC.
He considered the non-proliferation treaty ambiguous and
"even in certain respects unsatisfactory" and held that it
needed periodic review both for procedures and for substance.
The German representative expressed support for the Italian
position and noted that the FRG was not a mernber of the
United Nations or the ENDC and was about to give up.its
rotational seat on the IAEA Board of Governors.5

1A/CONF.35/C.2/1.
2From Geneva, tel. 4716, Sept. 6, 1968, Confidential.
3Frorn Geneva, tel. 4889, Sept. 18, 1968, Confidential;

circ. tel. 241963, Sept. 20, 1968, Confidential.
4A/GCNF.35/ C.2/L.11.
5From USNATO, tel. 4904, Sept. 25, 1968, Confidential.
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Italy withdrew her resolution and became co-sponsor of •
a draft resolution introduced'by 14 Latin American states.
This resolution recommended that the General Assembly*convene
the NNC periodically and establish a Speciai Committee of
non-nuclear states. The Special Committee would study ways
of implementing NNC conclusions, carry .out studies, prepare
the programs of - future conferences, and make an annual report
to the General Assembly. It would hold its first session in
1969.1

On September 27 the plenary ccnference adopted a watered-
down version of the Latin American resolution which deleted
the provisions for the Special Committee and reduced the,
operative part to one paragraph:

LThe DINg invites the General Assembly, at
its present sesiUTJTT.O consider the'best ways
and means for the implementation of the decisions
taken by the Conference, andsthe continuity of the
work.undertaken, and at a subsequent session, to .
consider the question of the convening of a second
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States.2

This resolution was approved by a vote of 75 to O. As events
were to show,ohowever, we'had not heard the last of the
Special Committee.

Conference declaration

Ir its final declaration, the NNC stressed "the - necessity
of further steps for an early solution of the question of
security assurances in the nuclear era." It appealed to al1
countries to observe the U.N. Charter and "generally accepted
norms of international law." An immediate cessation of the .
arms race, accelerated nuc:Lear disarmament, and generai and
complete disarmament were indispensable. Pending the achieve-
ment of general and complete disarmament, steps should be,
urgently taken on various collateral measures. The NNC noted

1A/CONF.35/L.3. A revised version
the Special Committee of the Conference
Weapon States (A/CONF.35/L.3/Rev. 1).

would call.the committee
of Non-Nuclear.-

2Res: N (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 684-685).

OFOR
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the non-proliferation treaty and considered that it should be
followed up by disarmament measures.

Noting the importance of nuclear energy in economic.
development, the NNC stated:

...It is imperative to ensure conditions which
would promote the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,
encourage international co-operation in this area,
ensure unhampered flow of- nuclear materials under
appropriate and effective international safeguards,
as weil as information, scientific knowledge and
advanced nuclear technology exclusively for
peaceful purposes on a nondiscriminatory basis.
The Conference stresses the importance of the
potential use of nuclear explosive devices for
peacefui purposes within appropriate and effective
international safeguards which should be prepared
as soon as possible and under strict international
control.

The Conference reiterates the need for
appropriate international assistance, including
financing, for the purposes of greater application
of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In this
respect the Conference underlines the necessity of
an active co-operation and co-ordination of the
programmes of all international organizations and '
agencies concerned with the development of developing
countries. At the same time it recognizes the
important role - of the IAEA-whose resources should
be increased, but which should adapt itself
adequately for its further responsibilities.

It recommended that the General Assembiy consider tY:e best
ways of implementing NNC decisions, "including the consideration
of the question of convening another Coriference at an
appropriate time." Originally submitted by India and Yugoslavia,
the declaration was much watered down by amendments by Canada
ar.d others.1 An Italian attempt to include a more specific.

1See A/CONP.35/L.4, Adds. 1-3, and Rev. 1, 2; A/CONF.35/L.7
and Rev. 1.
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call for another NNC conference was unsuccessful. The declaration
was adopted by a vote of 71.to 0, with-1 abstention)

23rd General Assembly 

For several reasons, the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon
States failecl to fulfill the hopes of its'sponsors. No
strong leadership emerged, and the requirement for a two-
thirds majority meant that the nuclear powers, though not
entitled to vote, were often able to muster a "blocking third"
through corridor activity with friendly delegations. Never-
theless, the NNC movement was far from dead, and it was
evident that its partisans would continue to press their
views in the General Assembly. In that forum, the nuclear
powers would be able to vote and publicly declare their
positions. On the other hand, it was doubtful if they would
be able to get a rnajority to decide that NNC resolutions
were "important questions" and thus sO)ject to a two-thirds
rule.

Italy had attempted to assert leadership among the
non-nuclear nations, partly because she wanted the IAEA
Board of Governors reorganized.to give her a permanent seat..
During Foreign Minister.Medici's October visit to the •
United States, ACDA Director Foster told him that 'we were
prepared to seriously consider the Italian desire for a
permanent seat. Mr. Foster later sent him a personal letter
stressing the importance of not derogating the IAEA by
establishing overiapping machinery. New U.N. machinery
"might well lead to unrealistic and excessive demands for
financial and technical assistance in developing the
peaceful uses of atomic energy." It would create new obstacles
to the non-proliferation treaty, and it would also exclude
the FRG and Switzerland since those countries were not U.N.
members. We had already gone.as far as we.could with security
assurances, and all that could now be done was to strengthen
the United Nations.2

1Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 685 ff.
2Foster to Ackley, ltr., Oct. 22, 1968, with attached

ltr. from Foster to Medici, Oct. 22, 1968, Confidential.
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Foreign Minister Medici replied that Italian policy would
help the treaty by overcoming the reservations of significant
countries. He denied that a standing committee would overlap
with IAEA or other existing bodies. But IAEA was an
flessentially technical and executive agencyn'which could not
adequately deal with the political aspects of the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. At the same time, Italy opposed
assigning security questions to the proposed committee.1

The Italian Mission in New York became the center of
pro-NNC activity at the 23rd General Assembly. The first
concrete proposal was a Pakistani resolution proposing the
establishment of an ad hoc committee to folloW up implementation
of NNC decisions, consider further steps on security assurances,
andreport to the 24th General Assembly. The next General
Assembly session would also consider the question of holding
a second NNC or convening a special/conference cn security
assurances.2

The Japanese, who initially participated in the NNC
caucus, informed our delegation that they had been instruTted
to work closely with us ar.d asked if we were against any ,
kind of ad hoc committee. We replied that we were; if the
committee was limited to peaceful uses, it would duplicate
IAEA, and it would be even more harmful if it also covered
security assurances.3 The Soviet attitude was also negative.
Ambassador Roshchin was very concerned About the Pakistani
resolution and considered that it would be extremely dangerous
for a new committee to take up security assurances.4

Within the NNC group, there were varying views about the
functions of the committee. The Yugoslays would have the
committee meet by March a969, follow up the implementation of
NNC decisions, and report to the 24th General Assembly. They  
also conternplated a special conference on security assurances.5

1To Rome, tel. 272684, Nov. 15, 1968, Confidential.
2From New York, tel. 7431, Oct. 30, 1968, Secret.
-.3,From New York, tel. 7464, Oct. 31, 1968, Secret.
4From New York, tel. 7500, Nov. 1,,1968, Secret.
5From New York, tel. 7607, Nov. 7, 1968, Confidential.

TME"13744014wali

UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018



UNCLASSIFIED U.S. Department of State Case No. M-2018-04281 Doc No. C06595443 Date: 06/25/2018

SEeRET7I-Nrd-APZL

- 441 -

Italian amendments to the Pa'tcistani resolution provided that
the committee should deal with peaceful uses of nuciear
energy, but security assurances were not specifically
excluded.' A Chilean amendment, on the other hand, would
include security assurances in the purview of the committee.2
The Japanese prepared a draft resolution which would have
the committee study the security assurances problem and
report to the General Assembly. The queetion of a second
NNC would be placed on the agenda of a future General Assembly
session.3 From our point of view, the Japanese proposal at
least had the merit of leaving IAEA alone.

Although the situation was anything but remising,
Ifiashingten believed that we could 'marshal a_7 sizeable
and influential group in opposition, particirlar]y if they
can be brought together on some acceptable alternative
to ffhg anticipated Italian proposal.' Since the Japanese
draft appeared to be the best alternative available, we
would support it if the section on the committee was replaced
with a provision permitting the question of a second NNC
or a meeting of the Disarmament Commission to be placed on
the agenda of a future General Assembly. We remained firmly
opposed to any special committee, which we regarded as a
"device to extract further concessions from ffh.67 nuclear
powers for greater assistance to non-nuclear in-Peaceful
uses, for greater security assurances, and...for greater
progress in nuclear disarmament." We had already made
maximwn concessions in these areas. While we were aware of
our responsibilities under the treaty, this was a long-term
program and we did not wish to be confronted with "premature
and excessive demands which, if not satisfied, could be
used to excuse delay in signing or ratifying Z1-hg NPT. •

The Japanese ideas were virtually ignored by the Italian
Mission- group, which produced a draft resolution calling
for an ad hoc committee which would consider both peaceful •
uses and security assurances.5 While the Japanese consulted

Nov. 7, 1968, Confidential.'From New York, tel. 7609,
,From New York, tel. 7645, Nov. 8, 1968, Confidential.
3From New York, tel. 7573, Nov. 5, 1968, Confidential.
4To New York, tel. 269016, Nov. 8, 1968, Confidential.
5From New York, tel. 7719, Nov. 12, 1968; Confidential.

A slightly revised version appears in New York, tel. 7832,
Nov. 15, 1968, Confidential.
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others about a counter-resolution and weighed our suggestions,
we showed their resolution, with our proposed revisions, to
the Soviets, who reacted favorably.l

On November 19, Italian Minister Terruzzi gave Fisher
a memorandum urging the United States to support the Italian
proposal for an ad hoc committee. The Italians argued that
most nonaligned -6757aTiaes favored the reference to security
assurances and that this was justified because the door
should be left open for the French and Chinese to adhere to
the Security Council resolution. Moreover, the committee
was necessary to coordinate organizations concerned with
nuclear energy. Mr. Terruzzi implied that the proposal
might be dropped if Italy obtained a permanent seat on the
IAEA Board of Governors. Mr. Fisher'pointed out that the
committee would only cornplicate IAEA-Euratom safeguards
negotiations. If Italy had a grievance with IAEA, he
ohservedA she was proposing a cure that was worse than the
disease.4

The Soviets now came up with a draft resolution which •
omitted ail reference to a committee or a session of the
Disarmament Commission. It would refer the NNC resolutions
and declaration -to the international organizations concerned
and ask the Secretary-General to appoint a group of experts
to report on possible nuclear contributions tc the advancement
of developing countries. The latter provision, also contained
in the Pakistani resolution, was non-controversia1.3

After discussing the situation, the American and Soviet
delegations agreed that it wouid be best for- us to*pass the
Soviet draft to the. Japanese and Dutch, who were forming a
group at the Finnish Mission to produce a counter-resolution.
The initial draft of this group endorsed the NNC declaration
and, dropped the reference to the Disarmament Commission we
had suggested. Our delegation immediately objected to endorsing

1 From New York, tel. 7793, Nov. 14, 1968, Confidential.
The modified Japanese resolution appears in New York, tel.
7831, Nov. 15, 1968, Confidential.

2To Rome, tel. 275642, NDV. 21, 1968, Confidential.
3From New York, tel. 8011, Nov, 22, 1968, Confidential.

For tactical reasons, the Soviets later had Bulgaria and
Hungary table a resolution along these lines on Dec. 5, but
it was never put to a vote (A/C.1/L.452).

rit
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the NNC declaration,1 and the Soviets also took a negative
position or this point.2

The Italian Mission group then picked up the Disarmament
Commission idea and attempted to exploit it for its own
purposes. Its draft resolution was revised to provide for
a Disarmament Commission session not later than May 1969
to consider NNC conclusions, disarmament, security assurances,
and international cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.3

Soviet delegate Schevchenko strongly opposed this
proposal and pointed out that it would involve the Disarmament.
Commission in subjects outside its scope, such as peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. Moreover, it would concentrate heavily
on security assurances, including draft protocols to impose
further obligations on the nuclear powers. ACDA Assistant
Director De Palma urged him to be restrained in objecting
to the counter-resolution, which offered the only hope of
defeating the Italian Mission proposal. Although Moscow had
strong objections to the counter-resolution and had given
the Soviet delegation very firm instrubtions, they showed
restraint in thelr comments.4

Washington approved our delegation,s opposition tc.a
May 1969 meeting of the Disarmament Commission. "We continue
to believe," it told the delegation, "that 2762 UNDC meeting.
would be preferable to an ad hoc committee, but we are or the
view that ca. 7 UNDC .session between now and LeT7 next GA
would not produce constructive results - particularly if it
focused on security assurances and peaceful uses - and would
likely make more difficult progress in obtaining further
signatures and ratification of ifh.97 NPT." Our delegation
should continue to take the position that the 24th General Asšembly
should conSider whether a Disarmament Commission session would
be useful. As a fallback position, we could agree to have the
Secretary-General poll U.N. members on a Disarmament Commission'
session, but there should be no meeting before the 24th General
Assembiy. If the Japanese provision- for endorsing the NNC

1From New York, tels. 8016, Nov. 22, 1968, and 8087,
Nov. 27, 1968,. Confidential.

2From New York, tel. 8073, Nov.26, 1968, confidential.
3From New York, tel. 8135, Nov. 28, 1968, Confidential.
4From New York, tels. 8089 and 8099, Nov. 27, 1968,

Confidential.
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declaration was retained in spite of our opposition, we could
vote against it while voting for the counter-resolution
as a whole.1

Meanwhile, the morale of the Finnish Mission group had
been wavering, and it seemed doubtful for a time whether
spcnsors cou ld be found for a counter-resolution. On
November 29, however, it produced a revised resolution which
endorsed the NNC declaration and requested the Secretary-
General to put the questicn of a Disarmament CommissiOn
session on the agenda of the 24th General Assembly.2

The key issue now appeared to be the timing and terms of
reference of a Disarmament Commission session. The Sovilt
delegation received new instructions opposing a session at
any time. Mr. Schevchenko tcld our delegation that they
would oppose it regardless of the terms of reference, because
it was linked with NNC ideas.3

Ambassador Roshchin explained to Foster that the
Soviets did not wish to give the Disarmament Commission
responsibility for implementing NNC conclusions, since this
would perpetuate the NNC. They also thcught that assJgning
peaceful-uses questions to the Disarmament Commission would
interfere with IAEA. For these reasons, they opposed the.
counter-resolution as well as the Italian Mission draft.
Mr. Foster agreed that the NNC should not be perpetuated and
that there Should be no interference with existing organizations.
To avoid an early Disarmament Commission i session, however,
we considered it necessary to recognize that the 24th General
Assembly could take up the question.4

The Finnish Mission draft resolution was the first to
be surfaced. It was tabled On December 3 by Australi.a
Austria, Canada, Finland, Japan, and the Netherlands.5, This
initiative gave the Finnish Mission group an Important
tactical advantage, as the Italian' Mission group was sbon to-
realize. On December 5, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Italy,
Pakistan, and Yugoslavia subrnitted a resolution in which they

1To New York, tel. 279949, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential.
2From New York, tel. 8187, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential,
3From New York, tel. 8188, Nov. 30, 1968, Confidential.
4From New York, tel. 8218, Dec. 3, 1968, Confidential.
5Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 761-762.
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asked the Secretary-General to canvass U.N. members on convening
the Disarmament Commission "either not later than July 1969 • •
or after the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly
and before March 1970." The Disarmament Commission would
consider. disarmament, security assurances, and peaceful uses
of nuclear energy.l

Negotiations between the two groups produced a revised
resolution which followed the main lines of the Finnish
Mission.draft. The•General Assembly would endorse the NNC'
declaration, take note of NNC resolutions, and request the
Secretary-General to circulate them to members cf the
United Nations, specialized agencies, and the IAEA. Inter-
national organizations and the IAEA would be invited to report
to the Secretary-General on action regarding NNC recommendations.
The International Bank, the U.N. Development Program, and
IAEA would continue to study .the recommendations of the NNC
peaceful-uses resolution. . The Secretary-General wculd
report on the information he received from those concerned.
The 24th General Assembly would .consider the questions of
(1) convening the Disarmament Commission early in 3970 "to
consider disarmament and the related question. of the security
of nations" and (2) international cooperation in the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. The Secretary-General. would appoint
a group of experts to report on nuclear contributions to
the advancement of developing 6ountries.2

At the request of the United States, there was a
separate vote in the First Committee on the paragraph endorsing
the NNC declaration: This paragraph was approved by a vote
of 84 to 8, with 10 abstentions, the Soviet Union voting
against and the United States abstaining. The resolution as
.a whole was approved by the plenary General Assembly on
December 20 by a vote of 103 to 7, with 5 abstentions.3

The Italian Mission draft resolution had originally
contained two Mexican proposals which were dropped during
the negotiations with the Finnish Mission: (1) General
Assembly endorsement of the NNC nuclear-free zones resolution

lIbid., pp. 776-779.
2TT7A of G.A. res. 2456 (XVIII): ibid.,.pp. '797-799.
3The USSR, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia,

Hungary, Poland, and the Ukrainian SSR voted against the
resolution. Cuba, Guinea, Malawi, Mauritania, and Syria
abstained.
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and (2) a report on the establishment within the IAEA frame-
work of an international service for peaceful nuclear
explosions. Mexico immediately set about reintroducing them
as separate resolutions. On instructions, Mr. De Palma
tried to'persuade Garcia'Robles to substitute language leaving
the peaceful nuclear explosions question in the hands of ,
IAEA, but he refused to do so.1 The nuclear-free zqes
xesolution was adopted 98 to 0, with 16 abstentions. The

lTo New York, tel. 282961, Dec. 6, 1968, Confidential;
from New York, tel. 8353, Dec. 7, 1968, Confidential.

2Pt. B of G.A. res. 21156 (XXIII).
For - Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Burundi,
Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China, Congo (Brazzaville),
Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic-Republic of Congo, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon,
Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, •
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireiand, Israel, Italy, Ivory
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon,
Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldive
Islands, Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal;
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,.Philippines, Portugal,
Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
South Africa, Southern Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, UAR, U.K., United Republic of Tanzania, U.S., •
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - None.
Abstaining - Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Central African

Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Guinea, Hungary,
Malawi, Mauritania, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Somalia,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
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1Pt. C of G.A. res. 2456 (XXIII).
For - Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Barbados, Bolivia,

Brazil, Burma, 3urundi, Ceylon, Chad, Colombia, Cyprus,
Dahomey, Democratic Republic of Congo, Dominican Republic,
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran,
Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon,
Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldive
I3lands, Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal,
Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay,
Peru, Portugal, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Singapore, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Sweden,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United
Republic of Tanzania, Venezueia, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against - Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K.

Abstaining - Algeria, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Central
African Republic, China, Congo,(Brazzaville), Cuba, Denmark,
France, Gambia, Greece, Guinea, Iraqi Israel, Ivory Coast, Jordan,
Malawi, Mauritania, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Philippines,
Rwanda, South Africa, Syria, Uganda, UAR, U.S., Yemen,

2Pt. D of G.A. resolution 2456.
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peaceful nuclear explosions resolution was approved 75 to 9,
with 30 abstentions.1

Also separated from the Italian Mission draft was'a
Pakistani proposal urging the United States and the Soviet
Union to begin strategic arms limitation talks at an early
date. Reintroduced by Pakistan and several other states,
this resolution was approved by the General Assembly 108 to
0,.with seven abstentions (Central African Republic, Cuba,
France, Guinea, Malawi, Mauritania, Tanzania).2

The Last Phase

86 countries, including the GDR, had signed the treaty
before President Johnson left office. 62 signed on Juiy 1,
and 18 more signed before the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia.
The repercussions of that event, together with the failure
of the U.S. Senate to act on the treaty, reversed this
favorable trend, and only 8 more signed before January 20,

1 1969. By that time 6 countries, including the United Kingdom,

zEcp,E.T.74,fcapeRN
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had deposited instruments of ratification.1

During the 1968 Senate hearings, the AEC listed 7
countries which probably had adequate resources to manufacture
reasonably sophisticated" nuclear weapons and delivery

systems in 5 to 10 years: Australia, Canada, the FRG, India,
Italy, Japan, and Sweden. Or this group, Canada and Sweden
had signed the treaty, and Italy was expected to do so inl
the near future. India was still opposed to the treaty, 1
and the others had not decided.2

The AEC also named 16 countries which would probably
take longer to reach that level, since their resources Were
more limited. half of this group had signed the treaty:
Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, the Netherlands, Hungary,
Poland, the UAR, and Yugoslavia. The others in this group
were: Argentina, Brazil, Chile,, Israel, Pakistan, South.
Africa, Spain, and Switzerland.-) Except for Switzerland,
prospects for early signature by these countries were not
bright.4

Much depended, however, on the exarnple of the United
States, and here the situation was favorable. Although
Mr. Nixon had questioned the timing of Senate action on the
treaty during the carnpaign, he had not attacked the substantive
provisions of the treaty. It never became a partisan issue,
and there was stror.g support for the treaty among Senatprs
of both parties. The new Presidentts first major arms-control
decision was to recommend Senate approval, and the Senate gave
its advice and consent to ratification on March 13, 1969.5 .

1Senator 2u1bright was sent a list of 84 signatories on
January 17 (Nouroliferation Tr2aty: Hearings Before the 
Committee  oh Foreign Relations, United  States Senate, Ninety-
first Congress, First Session on ExecaTve H, 90th Congress,
Second Session, pt. 2, p. 309). This list does not include the .
MR, since the U.S. forMally declined to accept Soviet notification
of GDR signature. It also omits the Sudan, which signed in
Moscow on Dec. 24, 1968.

2Nonproliferation Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on
Forei n Relations, United States Senate, Ninetieth Congress, 
econd Session, on EXecutiveli, 90th Congress, Second Session, 
pp. 30-31.

47157 to Fulbright, ltr., Jan. 17, 1969, Secret/Noforn.
5The treaty was approved by a vote of 83 to 15.
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OUTER-SPACE TREATY

BY JOHN W. SYPHAX
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Background 

On September 5,.1962, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Gilpatric stated that the United States did not plan to
place any weapons of mass destruction in orbit:

Today there is no doubt that either the
United States or the Soviet Union couid place
thermonuslear weapons in orbit, but, such an -
action is just not a rational military strategy
fox-either side for the foreseeable future!.

We have no program to place any weapons.
of mass destruction into orbit. Ar. arms
race in space will not contribute to our
security. I can think of no greater stimulus .
for a Soviet thermonuclear arms effort in
space than a United States commitment to such
a program.. This we will not do.

At the same time that we are pursuing
ccoperative scientific efforts in space
through the United Nations and otherwise, we
will of course take such steps as are
necessary to defend ourselves and our allies.;
if the Soviet Union forces us to do so. This

is in-accordance with the inalienable right of
self-defense confirmed in the United Nations
Charter.1

In October 1962, ACDA Director Foster.told Foreign
Minister Gromyko that .the United States had no Intention of
engaging in an arms race in outer space. It would welcome .

either a.joint declaration or simultaneous unilateral
declarations, or an agreement that neither state wou3d place
weapons of mass destruction into outer space. He observed
that at the present time only the United States and the USSR
had the capability of placing objects into space. When other

nations acquired this capability, it would be logical to include

1Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 536-537.

SE.9RIET--
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them in such an arrangement at the appropriate time.
Mr. gromyko replied that his government still considered l
that the prohibition of the use of outer space fcr military
purposes was organically connected with the elimination of
foreign military bases. Mr. Foster explained that the
United States believed that it would be better to separate
the problern of missiles and bases from that of orbiting
objects. Since control of objects in outer space was more
difficult than of those on the ground such objects were more
accident-prone than missiles. Iie again stressed American
desire to lxplore this matter further with the Soviet Union.
Mr. Gromykó reiterated the Soviet position on the problem
but added that Soviet experiments with satellites were for
technical and scientific purposes only.1 The USSR made no
further response at this time. The Director also broached
the matter with Ambassador Tsarapkin at Geneva later that
year.2 •

In June 1963, Mexico submitted to the ENDC an outline
draft treaty prohibiting the orbiting or stationing in outer
space of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction.3
Commenting on the Mexican proposal, Ambassador Tsarapkin
observed that it was incorrect to singie out the problem of
weapons in outer space from the general problem of disarmament,
especially the question of the elimination of military
bases on foreign territories. "These two questions shculd
be dealt with simultaneously," he said.4' The U.S. reaction
to the Mexican draft treaty was that it presented problems
from the standpoint of protecting our interests.in outer
space and that much of it was more appropriate for discussion
by the United Nations Outer Space Committee rather than by -
the ENDC.5

On Septernber 19, 1963, Foreign Minister Gromyko told the
General Assembly that his government was "willing now to take

1Memcon Foster-Gromyko, Oct. 17, 1962, Confidential/
Limdis.

2Memorandum by U. Alexis Johnson for Fisher, Mar. 22, 1963,
Secret.

3Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 239-242.
4ENTEC/PV.147, p. 49.
5U.S.-U.K. Disarmament Talks - Outer Space (ACDA back-

ground), July 23, 19b3, Contidential.
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steps in order to prevent the spread.of the armaments race to
outer space" and wanted to "reach agreement with the United
States government to ban the.placing into orbit of objects
with nuclea:' weapons cn board."' The followingday President
Kennedy called for negotiations "to work out a practicable
arrangement to this end."2

At the request, of the Secretary of State, ACDA proposed
three possible caternative courses of action and forwarded
(i) a draft unilateral policy declaration; (2) a draft
General Assembly resolution and U.S, statement to be made
at the time of passage of the resolution; and (3) a draft,
agreement between the United States and the Soviet. Union.i

Although the Soviet Union wanted something as close to
a formal agreement as possible, the Committee of Principals
decided October 8, 1963, that the best arrangement for a
ban on bombs in orbit would be a General Assembly resolution.
The Secretary of State thought that :oecause cf constitutional
and Congressional problems an informal arrangement, such as
a General Assembly resolution, was preferable at that time.
Moreover, the President wanted.to avoid any too formal or
binding arrangement, such as an executive agreement. The
resolution would have to be adceptable to both the United
States and the So:iet Union, and any wording or provision
objectionable to either power would have to be rejected.
The Joint Chiefs wished to reserve the right to place small
nuclear weapons in orbit; they preferred the phrase "weapcns
of mass destruction" to "nuclear weapons," The JCS
representative agreed with the Secretary of State, however,
that the former phrase would be generally understood to
include all nuclear weapons.4

IDocuments on Disarmament, 1963, p. 523.,
Ibid., p. 526.

;.Foster to Rusk memorandum, Oct. 4, 1963, Confidential.
4ACDA, Meeting of the Committee of Plncipals, Oct. 8, 

1963: Conclusions Respecting U.S.  ifTproac, to an Arrangement
Against PlacinE Weapons cf Mass Des -ruction in Orbit,
(Enclosure, Memcon: Meeting of Committee of Principals 
Concerning Bombs in Orbit), pp. 1-5, 7-8, Top Secret.
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The Soviet Union and the other ENDC participants quietly
agreed tu cosponsor a U.S. dra.ft resolution, with some minor
changes in wording. The Mexican representative tabled it on
October 15. Ambassador Stevenson told the First Committee on
the following day that the United States had no intention of
orbiting or stationing in outer space vehicles carrying '
weapons of mass destruction.' The resolution,which was
adopted by acclamation by the General Assembly on October 17,
1963, noted the American and Soviet statements, and called
cn all states to refrain from placing in orbit or stationing
in space vehicles carrying weapons of mass destruction.2

Mr. Foster regarded passage of the resolutiOn as fulfil-
ment of a basic Agency objective and implementation of this
governmentls intention to keep outer space free frorn weapons
of rnass destruction. At an arms controi conference, convened
by a university-based group, he declared that ACDA had long
desired a ban on placing such weapons in space. Without such
a prohibition there was a great risk that "an arms race in
space might develop simply for prestige reasons," he said,
rather than because of any real military utility. After

full coordination with other agencies, we entered into
negotiations with the Soviet Union."3 These resulted in
adoption of the General Assembly resolution.

On December 13, 1963', the General Assembly unanimously
approved the Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer
Space.4 The orbiting resolution and the Declaration of
Legal Principles were the basis for further efforts in this
field.

ACDA Research 

ACDA engaged in a 'substantial amount of staff work,
aided by an intensive contract research program, to determine
whether a formalagreement or treaty on the exploration

1Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp:535-537.
2Ibid.i P. 538.

pp. 571-572.
./TEIL, pp. 644-646.
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of outer space was feasible and technically sound. Continuing
liaison on the problem was maintained between ACDA and
Department of State officials during the next three years.
After Ambassador Goldberg became U.S. representative to
the United Nations in 1905, it was understood,that he and
his staff would play a.major part in negotiating an outer-
space treaty which embodied U.S. desires and hopea on the
subject and which fully protected American interests and
security. The results of ACDA's staff work and research
activities on the subject from 1962 to 1966 were relayed
to the Ambassador and his staff by way of ,the Department of
State.

Meanwhile, several in-house studies and a number of
external contract studies relating to the problem of
preventing the spread of the arms race to outer space were
undertaken by ACDA. Beginning in 1962, three successive
yearly studies by the Sylvania Corporation (ACDA/ST-12, 42,
and 81) included the subject of space weapons and their
identification, inspection, and verification. Other contract
studies dealing with this subject were made for ACDA by
Aerospace Corporation (ACDA/ST-13 and 43) and.the Hudson"
Institute (ACDA/ST-51). In 1963 the Jet Propulsion Laboratory
(California Institute of Technology) undertook fcr ACDA
and NASA jointly a study (NAS 7-100) concerned With the use
of space technology for arms ccntrOl purposes and the impact
of disarmament proposals upon Space programs. One phase( of
this study was concerned with the applicability of the
principles of the Antarctic Treaty to an outer-space treaty.

Negotiating- the Treaty. 

On May 7, 1966, President Johnson declared that there
was an urgent. need for an international agreement to guarantee
that exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies would
be for peaceful purposes only. The essential elements of
such a treaty, he -said, would be as follows:

The moon and other celesi;ial bodies should
be free for exploration and use by all. countries.
No country should be permitted to advance a
claim of sovereignty. There should be freedom
of scientific investigation, and all countries

SZCRET 
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shouid cooperate in scientific activities
relating to celestial bodies. 'Studies should
be made to avoid harmful contamination.
Astronauts of one country should give any
necessary help to astronauts of another country.
No country should be permitted to station weapons
of mass destruction on a celestial body. Weapons
tests and military maneuvers should be forbidden.

He asked Ambassador Goldberg to initiate early U.N. negctiations
on an outer-space treaty.l

In a letter dated May 9, Ambassador Goldberg transmitted
the President's proposal to the Chairman of the U.N. Committee
on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space and stated that the
,proposal was based on the long-standing concern of the
United States to promote international cooperation in the
exploration of .outer space for peaceful purposes. He urged
an early convening of the Committee's Legal Subcommittee to
prepare a draft treaty for submission to the General Assembly.2
On June 16, the United States and the Soviet Union submitted
draft treaties on the exploration of,the moon and other
celestial bodies to the Outer-Space Committee.3

The Departments of State and Defense and NASA had
the major responsibility for developing U.S. policy in
negotiating the treaty. ACDA had two main areas of interest
in the proposed treaty. The first concerned provisions
effecting limitations on weapons in orbit and fortifications
and military activities on celestial bodies. The second was
related to safeguards for U.S. security necessary as a result
of weapon prohibitions and limitations. As in the case of
the Antarctic Treaty, it was contemplated that ACDA would
probably be responsible for the planning and carrying out of
future inspections on celestial bodies.'

3,Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 275-276.
e-bI id., pp. 276-277. • •

' 3-0--iiid USSR Proposals for a Treaty on Celestial Bodies, 
(ACDA background t)aper), June 14, 19bb, Confidential.

4An Assessment from An Arms Control and Disarmament
Standpoint of Proposed Drafts of a Treaty Governing Uses of
Space and Celestial. Bodies (ACDA background paper),
4uly -25, 1966, Confidential.
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In June 1966, Ambassador Goldberg testified before the
Senate FOreign Relations Committee concerning the proposed
outer-space treaty. During the Committee's discussions
the question of ACDA's relationship to the proposed treaty
came up. In response, Ambassador Goldberg indicated.that
during negotiation of the treaty he would be in ccnstant
contact with ACDA in regard to,those portions of the treaty
with which the Agency was concerned,1

During the actual negotiations at New York and Geneva,
Sidney Graybeal, ACDA Deputy Assistant Director for Science
and Technology, served in an advisory capacity to Ambassador
Zoldberg,* participated in the day-to-day activities of the
Legal Subcommittee of the Outer-Space Committee, and took part.
in some of the bilateral talks with the.Soviet representatives
assigned to the negotiations. In letters to ACDA Director .
Foster, Ambassador Goldberg expressed his appreciation for
the assistance rendered to him and his staff by ACDA personnel
during the negotiations.2 In addition, ACDA specialists
consulted with Department of State officials ccncerned with
formulating and negotiating the treaty and made available
to them the results of ACDA thinking and research.i

Negotiations were completed at the 21st General Assembly.
On December 8, President Johnson confirmed that agreement had
been reached on "the most important arms control development
since the limited test bari treaty of 1963."4. On December 19
the General Assembly adopted by acclamation a resolution
commending the treaty and requestitg the depositary governmetts
the United States; the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Union - to open it for signature. The Treaty on Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the ExplOration and
Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestia3
Bodies was opened for signature at Washington, London, and
Moscow on January 27, 1967, and signed on that date by the
three depositary governments and many other countries. Both.

1Scoville (ST), Van Doren (GC) to Fisher, memorandum;
June 30, 1966, Confidential.

eGoldberg to Foster, letters, August 3, 1966,
3Sccville, Van Doren to Fisher memorandum, cited supra.
4Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 807-8o8.
5ibid„ pp. 605T ff.
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the Department of State and the Department of Defense
supported the treaty. During the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearings on the treaty, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Vance expressed the belief that compliance with the treaty
could be effectively monitored "through our space observation
and other technical surveillance systems."1 General Wheeler
said that the JCS were concerned about verification and that
the threat of weapons in orbit could be answered only
through intensified efforts to improve our national detection
capabilities.2 The U.S. Senate approved the treaty on
April 25 by a vote of 88 to O. It entered into force on
October 10, 1967.3

On that occasion, President Johnson said, "By adding
this treaty to the law of nations we are forging a permanent
.disarmament agreement for outer space.... The spirit of
international cooperation that has aOieved this agreement
is a beacon of hope for the future."4 The President has
predicted that "its significance will grow as our mastery
of space grows, and our children will remark the wisdom of
this agreement to a greater degree than the present state
of our own knowledge quite permits today."5

The substance of the arms control provisions is in •
Article IV. This article restricts military activitiesin
two ways. First, it contains an undertaking not to place*
in orbit around the earth, install on the moon or other
celestiai bodies, or otherwise station in outer space nuclear
or any other weapons of mass destruction. Second, it limits
the use of the moon and other celestial bodies exclusively
te peaceful purposes, and expressly prohibits their use for
establishing military bases, installations, or fortifications;•
testing weapons of any kind; or conducting military maneuvers,

1Treaty on Outer Space: Hearings Before the Committee on
Foreign Relations, Ninetieth Congress, First Session, on 
Executive D, 90th Congress, First Session, pp. 79-62.
  pp. 82-85.

3Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 38-43.
4Ibid., pp. 474-476.
5Ibid., p. 821.
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